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Summary 

T h i s r e p o r t p r e s e n t s the r e s u l t s of a d i s s e m i n a t i o n p r o j e c t , the o b j e c t i v e s 
of which were: 

- to conduct a s e t of conferences a t s e v e r a l predominantly Negro c o l l e g e s 
to r e p o r t r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s from a study i n which these schools had p r e v i o u s l y 
p a r t i c i p a t e d , 

- to e v a l u a t e the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of these conferences w i t h r e s p e c t to two 
c r i t e r i a - o btaining f u l l d i s c u s s i o n of study r e s u l t s and producing i n s t i ­
t u t i o n a l change, 

- to r e l a t e e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the feedback, process to: (a) i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r ­
i s t i c s and r e s o u r c e s of the i n s t i t u t i o n s themselves, (b) nature of the. 
r e s e a r c h team's i n t e r a c t i o n s w i t h the i n s t i t u t i o n s , and ( c ) nature of 
e x t e r n a l i n p u t s , p a r t i c u l a r l y f i n a n c i a l i nputs from governmental sources 
and p r i v a t e foundations. 

Metho_d 

S e l e c t i o n of Schools 

The conferences were held a t eight predominantly Negro c o l l e g e s i n the Deep 
South. A l l of these i n s t i t u t i o n s had p r e v i o u s l y p a r t i c i p a t e d i n a study of t h e i r 
s t u d e n t s ' motivations and a s p i r a t i o n s , p a r t i c u l a r l y t h e i r v o c a t i o n a l a s p i r a t i o n s . 
F i v e of the i n s t i t u t i o n s are p r i v a t e and t h r e e p u b l i c , At four of them more than 
50 percent, and at two more between 40 and 50 percent, of the students were e n r o l l e d 
i n n o n l i b e r a l a r t s majors. Only two are e x c l u s i v e l y l i b e r a l a r t s c o l l e g e s . The 
s c h o o l s a l s o d i f f e r i n t h e i r academic s t a t u s , as judged by the a c c r e d i t i n g asso­
c i a t i o n i n the region. Some are considered by the a s s o c i a t i o n to be i n i t s h i g h e s t 
academic grouping while others a r e judged a s having somewhat lower s t a t u s , although 
s t i l l meeting b a s i c a c c r e d i t a t i o n requirements. Although these i n s t i t u t i o n s are 
n o t randomly s e l e c t e d from a l l predominantly Negro c o l l e g e s , t h e i r v a r i a t i o n on 
t h e s e dimensions does provide a f a i r l y r e p r e s e n t a t i v e group of s c h o o l s . 

P r i o r R e l a t i o n s h i p to the Schools 

To f a c i l i t a t e the r e s e a r c h process, the p r e s i d e n t of each of these i n s t i t u ­
t i o n s had appointed a l i a i s o n person to work w i t h the r e s e a r c h s t a f f throughout 
t h e course of the study. I n some i n s t i t u t i o n s t h i s l i a i s o n person was an academic 
dean, i n o t h e r s the Dean of Students, and i n a few others a member of the s o c i a l 
s c i e n c e f a c u l t y . Although the a c t u a l involvement between these l i a i s o n people and 
t h e r e s e a r c h s t a f f v a r i e d c o n s i d e r a b l y from i n s t i t u t i o n to i n s t i t u t i o n , we 
approached the d i s s e m i n a t i o n p r o j e c t w i t h a t l e a s t some kind of working r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p a t each i n s t i t u t i o n . S i n c e the design of the p r i o r r e s e a r c h p r o j e c t included 
a d m i n i s t e r i n g q u e s t i o n n a i r e s to the t o t a l student body a t the beginning of the 
academic y e a r , as w e l l as a d m i n i s t e r i n g a follow-up q u e s t i o n n a i r e to the freshmen 
a t the end of the year, t h e r e had been c o n s i d e r a b l e i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h these l i a i s o n 
p e r sons simply around a d m i n i s t r a t i v e procedures. Furthermore, a t some schools 
our c o n t a c t s had been much broader and extended much beyond a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
concerns. S t i l l , i t should be kept i n mind that the previous study had not been 
s o l i c i t e d by the p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s . I n s t e a d , t h e i r cooperation had been 
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requested by the I n s t i t u t e f o r S o c i a l Research i n a l e t t e r to the pre s i d e n t of 
each i n s t i t u t i o n . T h i s meant we a l s o approached the d i s s e m i n a t i o n p rocess knowing 
t h a t i n s t i t u t i o n a l i n t e r e s t i n the study r e s u l t s was bound to be l e s s than i t 
would have been had the study been s o l i c i t e d by the i n s t i t u t i o n s themselves. 

Design of the Conferences 

The g e n e r a l p l a n to be followed at the conferences was developed'out of the 
work of Mann and others on u t i l i z a t i o n of r e s e a r c h knowledge. Mann c a l l s a t t e n ­
t i o n to f i v e f a c t o r s which make f o r the e f f i c a c y of s y s t e m a t i c feedback of survey 
f i n d i n g s w i t h i n an i n s t i t u t i o n a l framework. (1) P a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the. i n t e r p r e t a ­
t i o n and a n a l y s i s of r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s l e a d s to the i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n of information 
and b e l i e f s ; (2) feedback of information and i t s d i s c u s s i o n by appropriate groups 
makes i t h i g h l y r e l e v a n t to the f u n c t i o n i n g of the group; (3) knowledge of 
r e s u l t s can i t s e l f motivate people toward i n s t i t u t i o n a l change; (4) group support 
i s e s p e c i a l l y e f f e c t i v e f o r s u s t a i n i n g changes; and (4) the feedback method 
which i s sponsored by v a r i o u s p a r t s of the i n s t i t u t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e l e g i t i m i z e s 
t h e change p r o c e s s . 

Because of the importance of * these k i n d s of f a c t o r s i n other dissemination 
p r o j e c t s , we attenpted to do the f o l l o w i n g a t each of the . i n s t i t u t i o n s : (1) I n ­
v o l v e i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s as f u l l y as p o s s i b l e i n planning the confer­
e n c e s , (2) i n v o l v e a wide cros s - r s e c t i o n of the members of the i n s t i t u t i o n so 
t h a t conference p a r t i c i p a n t s would come from many l e v e l s of the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
h i e r a r c h y , (3) make the m a t e r i a l to be presented i n the feedback s e s s i o n s as 
p e r s o n a l l y r e l e v a n t to the p a r t i c i p a n t s as p o s s i b l e , (4) e x p l i c i t l y include p l a n s 
f o r follow-up and f u r t h e r a c t i o n p o s s i b i l i t i e s as p a r t of the conference d i s c u s ­
s i o n s . How c l o s e l y the a c t u a l conferences approximated t h i s design i s one of the-
w a y s ' i n which our e f f e c t i v e n e s s v a r i e d i n the d i f f e r e n t i n s t i t u t i o n s a This l e a d s 
u s to the c r i t e r i a f o r e v a l u a t i n g e f f e c t i v e n e s s . 

Data and C r i t e r i a f o r E v a l u a t i n g E f f e c t i v e n e s s of the .Conferences 

The conferences were to.be considered e f f e c t i v e i f they provided f o r f u l l 
d i s c u s s i o n of r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s and i f they encouraged some changes w i t h i n the 
i n s t i t u t i o n s . Since these a r e very broad g o a l s , the a c t u a l c r i t e r i a f o r measur­
i n g e f f e c t i v e n e s s were f u r t h e r s p e c i f i e d as f o l l o w s : 

1. L e v e l of resp o n s i v e n e s s to o u r . i n i t i a l p roposal f o r the conferences 

- timing and enthusiasm of response to the i n i t i a l l e t t e r about the 
conference p r o j e c t 

- l e v e l of involvement of i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s i n planning 
the conferences 

- degree to which a wide c r o s s - s e c t i o n of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members 
were a c t u a l l y Included i n the conferences 

2. Reactions and e v a l u a t i o n s of the conferences by i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
members who p a r t i c i p a t e d 

Each p a r t i c i p a n t was asked to f i l l out a Reaction Form which 
in c l u d e d r e a c t i o n s to the r e s u l t s , e v a l u a t i o n of the way the r e s u l t s 
were pre s e n t e d , suggestions of a c t i o n i m p l i c a t i o n s f o l l o w i n g from the 
r e s u l t s , and questions about the p a r t i c i p a n t ' s p o s i t i o n and f u n c t i o n 
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w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n . These R e a c t i o n Forma provide data f or 
examining d i f f e r e n c e s among the i n s t i t u t i o n s i n e v a l u a t i n g the con­
f e r e n c e s at the time they were h e l d . 

3. U t i l i z a t i o n of the r e s e a r c h . r e s u l t s i n the year f o l l o w i n g the .feed­
back conferences 

- r e q u e s t s f o r f u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n of study r e s u l t s 

- r e q u e s t s f o r f u r t h e r data a n a l y s i s to f o l l o w up i d e a s coming out 
of the conferences 

- r e q u e s t s f o r r e s e a r c h c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n v o l v i n g c o l l e c t i o n of a d d i ­
t i o n a l data beyond t h a t provided by the . e a r l i e r study 

- development of new programs, changes i n i n s t i t u t i o n a l . s t r u c t u r e , 
or other evidences of a c t u a l changes w i t h i n the I n s t i t u t i o n 

P o s s i b l e E x p l a n a t o r y • F a c t o r s 

As s p e c i f i e d under the o b j e c t i v e s , the f a c t o r s which might e x p l a i n v a r i a t i o n 
i n how e f f e c t i v e the conferences were i n the d i f f e r e n t i n s t i t u t i o n s f a l l i n t o 
t h r e e c l a s s e s of v a r i a b l e s : (1) i n t e r n a l i n s t i t u t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s or 
r e s o u r c e s , (2) nature of the r e s e a r c h t e a m * s • i n t e r a c t i o n s . w i t h the i n s t i t u t i o n s 
d u r i n g the r e s e a r c h process i t s e l f , and (3) nature of the i n s t i t u t i o n s 1 r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p s w i t h other e x t e r n a l agencies such as government, a c c r e d i t i n g a s s o c i a ­
t i o n s , other e d u c a t i o n a l i n s t i t u t i o n s , and p r i v a t e foundations,. 

R e s u l t s 

Responsiveness of the I n s t i t u t i o n s to the I n i t i a l Proposal 
fo r the Conferences 

Three i n d i c a t o r s of i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to the conference proposal 
were examined: re s p o n s i v e n e s s to the i n i t i a l l e t t e r about the conferences, 
r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to i n v o l v i n g r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s i n planning the conferences, and 
r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to c r o s s - h i e r a r c h i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the conferences. By com­
b i n i n g these three i n d i c a t o r s , the i n s t i t u t i o n s can be ranked as f o l l o w s : 

High Responsiveness 

High r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to i n i t i a l l e t t e r 
C o l l a b o r a t i o n I n planning conferences One school 
Wide involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members i n conferences 

Moderately High Responsiveness 

Moderate r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to i n i t i a l l e t t e r 
C o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning conferences Two schools 
Wide involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members i n conferences 

Moderate Responsiveness 

1. Moderate r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to i n i t i a l l e t t e r 
No c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning conferences Two schools 
Wide involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members 
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2. High re s p o n s i v e n e s s to i n i t i a l l e t t e r 
C o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning conferences One school 
R e s t r i c t e d involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members 

i n conferences 

Low Responsiveness 

Low r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to i n i t i a l l e t t e r 
No c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning conferences Two schools 
R e s t r i c t e d involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members i n 

conferences 

The f a c t o r which stands out i n e x p l a i n i n g r e a c t i o n s to our i n i t i a l proposal 
i s the way the proposal was made. S e v e r a l of the p r e s i d e n t s s a i d they would want 
a w r i t t e n r e p o r t of the study before t h e i r i n s t i t u t i o n s proceeded f u r t h e r with 
t h e idea of c a r r y i n g on d i s c u s s i o n s about study r e s u l t s i n group meetings on the 
campus. Our o r i g i n a l p l a n had been to run the conferences before the f i n a l r e p o r t 
of the study was completed, s i n c e we hoped these d i s c u s s i o n s would be h e l p f u l i n 
i n t e r p r e t i n g the study r e s u l t s . T h i s p l a n was changed because of the p r e s i d e n t s ' 
r e a c t i o n s . Then, f i v e months l a t e r , a t the beginning of the next academic year, 
t h e f i n a l r e p o r t s and an appendix, w i t h t a b l e s .prepared.for each school to show 
comparisons t h a t were r e l e v a n t f o r that p a r t i c u l a r s c h o o l , were sent to the 
p r e s i d e n t s of each of the i n s t i t u t i o n s . S i n c e a l l but one of these schools 
responded e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y at t h i s p o i n t , i t was c l e a r l y important f o r the 
p r e s i d e n t s and other people a t the c o l l e g e s to have a chance to look a t the 
w r i t t e n r e p o r t s . Our o r i g i n a l p l a n simply had been q u i t e u n r e a l i s t i c , given the 
asymmetrical nature of our r e l a t i o n s h i p to the I n s t i t u t i o n s . . Had the o r i g i n a l -
s t u d y been s o l i c i t e d by these i n s t i t u t i o n s , they might w e l l have r e a c t e d q u i t e 
d i f f e r e n t l y , viewing the r e p o r t i n g of r e s u l t s as a s e r v i c e to them. Given t h a t 
t h e y were simply cooperating w i t h another o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s r e s e a r c h p l a n , they were 
understandably r e s e r v i n g t h e i r r e a c t i o n s and commitments to an on-going r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p with us u n t i l they were a b l e to look a t the way the study r e s u l t s were 
presented to the p u b l i c . 

Two f a c t o r s seem to be p a r t i c u l a r l y important i n e x p l a i n i n g which i n s t i t u ­
t i o n s c o l l a b o r a t e d most i n .planning the conferences. The more important concerns 
t h e r e s e a r c h s t a f f ' s previous r e l a t i o n s h i p s on these campuses. The four schools 
where c o l l a b o r a t i v e planning occurred were a l s o the four where our r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
had been p a r t i c u l a r l y broad and where the c o n t a c t w i t h the . l i a i s o n person extended 
beyond the s t r i c t l y a d m i n i s t r a t i v e demands of the r e s e a r c h p r o j e c t . That these 
f o u r schools were eager to a d v i s e and work w i t h us i n s e t t i n g up the feedback con­
f e r e n c e s i s not s u r p r i s i n g i n l i g h t of the previous i n t e r a c t i o n s . T h i s h i g h l i g h t s 
how c r u c i a l i t i s f o r r e s e a r c h o r g a n i z a t i o n s to c o n s i d e r these r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s 
throughout the course of the r e s e a r c h process i f they a r e concerned about r e s e a r c h 
u t i l i z a t i o n . A second f a c t o r which seems to have something to do w i t h i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l .involvement i n conference planning i s the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s command over 
e x t e r n a l r e s o u r c e s . The s c h o o l s w i t h the l a r g e s t government and foundation grants 
a l s o tend to be those where a c t i v e c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning the conferences 
o c c u r r e d most r e a d i l y . The four s c h o o l s where c o l l a b o r a t i v e planning d i d take 
p l a c e a l s o have s i g n i f i c a n t l y g r e a t e r . f i n a n c i a l support from outside sources; 
furthermore, t h i s i s not e x p l a i n a b l e i n terms of p r i v a t e or p u b l i c sponsorship. 
The schools w i t h the l a r g e r grants undoubtedly have g r e a t e r experience d e a l i n g 
w i t h o u t s i d e agencies which, i n t u r n , may encourage cooperative and c o l l a b o r a t i v e 
arrangements even w i t h agencies t h a t do not o f f e r f i n a n c i a l a s s i s t a n c e . F u r t h e r -
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more, the g r e a t e r f i n a n c i a l r e s o u r c e s . o f these s c h o o l s may enhance d e s i r a b i l i t y 
of the r e s e a r c h input. D i s c u s s i n g the i m p l i c a t i o n s of r e s e a r c h i s l i k e l y to be 
much more d e s i r a b l e when money i s c u r r e n t l y a v a i l a b l e or when there i s a b e l i e f 
t h a t outside funds ar e o b t a i n a b l e to do something about the ideas generated by 
s u c h d i s c u s s i o n s . 

Two f a c t o r s a l s o stand out i n accounting for which i n s t i t u t i o n s responded 
p o s i t i v e l y to i n c l u d i n g a wide c r o s s - s e c t i o n of i n s t i t u t i o n a l members i n con­
f e r e n c e d i s c u s s i o n s . One of these i s the nature of the school's a u t h o r i t y 
s t r u c t u r e . Two of the three s c h o o l s where p a r t i c i p a t i o n was r e s t r i c t e d p r i m a r i l y 
t o top a d m i n i s t r a t o r s a r e schools that.might be d e s c r i b e d as having r e l a t i v e l y 
" v e r t i c a l s t r u c t u r e s " ; they a r e i n s t i t u t i o n s ,In which the boundaries between 
h i e r a r c h i c a l l e v e l s are f a i r l y rigid,, T y p i c a l l y the f a c u l t i e s have l i t t l e 
a u t h o r i t y , l i t t l e involvement i n d e c i s i o n making, and l i t t l e a c c e s s to top 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e decision-making bodies. Moreover, the students i n these schools 
have p r a c t i c a l l y . n o experience p a r t i c i p a t i n g on committees w i t h a d m i n i s t r a t o r s 
or f a c u l t y . T herefore, i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t these two schools.responded to 
t h e conferences much as they would to any other a d m i n i s t r a t i v e p r o c e s s , r e s t r i c t ­
i n g p a r t i c i p a t i o n to the u s u a l a d m i n i s t r a t i v e o f f i c e r s concerned about the admin­
i s t r a t i v e a f f a i r s of the i n s t i t u t i o n . The d e s c r i p t i o n of these two schools! 
a u t h o r i t y s t r u c t u r e s , comes not only from our own o b s e r v a t i o n s ; our o b s e r v a t i o n s 
a r e a l s o v a l i d a t e d by data from students on these campuses and from answers given 
by the a d m i n i s t r a t o r s themselves to the question i n the conference Reaction Form 
about decision-making groups i n t h e i r i n s t i t u t i o n s . A d i f f e r e n t . f a c t o r seems to 
be important a t a t h i r d school where p a r t i c i p a t i o n was a l s o h i g h l y r e s t r i c t e d . 
T h i s i s a school where only four t o p - l e v e l a d m i n i s t r a t o r s met to d i s c u s s the study 
r e s u l t s . Furthermore, on every measure of r e s p o n s i v e n e s s , t h i s s c h o o l i s the 
l e a s t r e s p o n s i v e . Most s t r i k i n g i n accounting f o r why we were so i n e f f e c t i v e at 
t h i s school i s the nature of our previous r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n that school; Our 
c o n t a c t s w i t h the academic dean and other people whom we met i n o f f i c i a l c a p a c i ­
t i e s were congenial -and f r i e n d l y but r e s t r i c t e d e x c l u s i v e l y to g e t t i n g the j o b 
done. T h i s seemed to have more to do with our.own approaches and a c t i o n s than 
i t did w i t h a d m i n i s t r a t i v e c a u t i o n i n handling o u t s i d e r s . Even though i t may be 
d i f f i c u l t to a n a l y z e why the r e l a t i o n s h i p s developed as they did on t h i s campus, 
I t i s c l e a r t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s were the c r i t i c a l ones i n accounting f o r 
t h i s i n s t i t u t i o n ' s l a c k of i n t e r e s t and involvement i n the d i s s e m i n a t i o n p r o j e c t ; 

E v a l u a t i o n of the Conferences by P a r t i c i p a n t s 

Another s e t of r e s u l t s has to do with the way p a r t i c i p a n t s at the conferences 
e v a l u a t e d the conference procedings. They were asked to f i l l out a R e a c t i o n Form, 
which asked questions about: (1) c l a r i t y of the p r e s e n t a t i o n , (2) v a l i d i t y of 
t h e r e s u l t s , (3) u s e f u l n e s s and a c t i o n - r e l e v a n c e of the r e s u l t s , and (A) d e s i r e s 
f o r follow-up and continuing d i s c u s s i o n of the r e s u l t s . . 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s can be seen i n a l l but one of these judgments. 
Many of these d i f f e r e n c e s a r e understandable i n terms of how responsive the i n s t i ­
t u t i o n s had a l r e a d y been at the time the conferences were held to the r e s e a r c h 
p r o j e c t and to the i d e a of holding the conferences. I t i s p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the 
most re s p o n s i v e schools that the conferences were evaluated most p o s i t i v e l y . I n 
t h e most r e s p o n s i v e schools the p a r t i c i p a n t s were l e s s l i k e l y to question the 
v a l i d i t y of the r e s u l t s ; they were .more l i k e l y to r e p o r t seeing something i n the 
r e s u l t s t h a t could be h e l p f u l i n t h e i r own work and to conclude that the meetings 
d i d produce u s e f u l knowledge; f i n a l l y , they more f r e q u e n t l y expressed a d e s i r e 
f o r f o l l o w up a f t e r the conferences, to have more meetings l i k e the conference 
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s e s s i o n s , to e x p l o r e the r e s u l t s i n g r e a t e r d e t a i l , and s p e c i f i c a l l y , to d i s c u s s 
t h e study r e s u l t s w i t h students a t the I n s t i t u t i o n . 

Moreover, i t i s not only i n d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g the p a r t i c i p a n t s ' r e a c t i o n s t h a t 
t h e i s s u e of i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e s p o n s i v e n e s s i s seen as important. I t a l s o a f f e c t e d 
t h e kind of conferences t h a t were h e l d . I t was i n the most responsive schools 
t h a t i t was p o s s i b l e to conduct meetings i n s m a l l enough groups and composed I n 
such a way that.thorough d i s c u s s i o n of the s c h o o l ' s r e s u l t s was r e a l l y p o s s i b l e . 
I n .the l e a s t r e s p o n s i v e s c h o o l s , the feedback occurred a t a s i n g l e meeting, a 
g e n e r a l s e s s i o n attended by a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s at those s c h o o l s , where both the. 
s i z e and the f a c t t h a t the p a r t i c i p a n t s represented d i v e r s e i n s t i t u t i o n a l i n t e r e s t s 
minimized thoroughness and depth of d i s c u s s i o n . I n the. more responsive s c h o o l s , 
t h e conferences i n c l u d e d d i s c u s s i o n s with much s m a l l e r groups r e p r e s e n t i n g func­
t i o n a l u n i t s of people with common i n t e r e s t s . Examples of these f u n c t i o n a l u n i t s 
a r e (1) f a c u l t y of the v a r i o u s academic d i v i s i o n s w i t h i n the school, (2) student 
groups assembled by c l a s s l e v e l , by dormitory * r e s i d e n c e , or by e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r 
a c t i v i t y groups, (3) s t a f f and student p e r s o n n e l s e r v i c e s , and (4) dean's c o u n c i l s , 
e t c . 

I t i s a l s o t r u e , however, that what kind of conference was held played a 
p a r t , independently of r e s p o n s i v e n e s s of the i n s t i t u t i o n , i n d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g the 
r e a c t i o n s of p a r t i c i p a n t s . T h i s can be seen through d i f f e r e n c e s i n the r e a c t i o n s 
of people who attended t h r e e d i f f e r e n t types of conferences held at three schools 
which were equated f o r l e v e l of r e s p o n s i v e n e s s . Where the conference included 
d i s c u s s i o n i n s m a l l , f u n c t i o n a l u n i t s , the e v a l u a t i o n s were more p o s i t i v e than 
t h e y were where the conference was organized s o l e l y around a general s e s s i o n . 
P a r t i c i p a n t s who experienced the s m a l l e r , f u n c t i o n a l d i s c u s s i o n groups reported 
g r e a t e r understanding of the study r e s u l t s ; t h e i r judgments of v a l i d i t y of the 
r e s u l t s were enhanced; they considered w i t h i n - s c h o o l comparisons more v a l u a b l e 
than data d e s c r i b i n g d i f f e r e n c e s between the p a r t i c i p a t i n g s c h o o l s ; they f e l t the 
r e s u l t s were somewhat more u s e f u l ; f i n a l l y , p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the s m a l l groups 
ex p r e s s e d g r e a t e r d e s i r e for continued follow-up and d i s c u s s i o n of the r e s u l t s . 

U t i l i z a t i o n of Research R e s u l t s i n the Year Following the Conferences 

The o r i g i n a l r e s e a r c h proposal s p e c i f i e d checking a year a f t e r the l a s t f e ed­
back conference was held to see i n what ways the r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s had been u t i l ­
i z e d i n these i n s t i t u t i o n s during that y e a r . I n t h i s r e p o r t the concept of 
u t i l i z a t i o n i n c l u d e s the f o l l o w i n g : (1) r e q u e s t s - f o r f u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n of the 
s t u d y • r e s u l t s , (2) r e q u e s t s f o r f u r t h e r data a n a l y s i s to f o l l o w up ideas coming 
out of the conferences, (3) r e q u e s t s f o r r e s e a r c h .collaboration i n v o l v i n g the 
c o l l e c t i o n of a d d i t i o n a l data beyond t h a t provided by the e a r l i e r study, and 
( 4 ) development of new programs, changes i n i n s t i t u t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e , or other 
e v i d e n c e s of a c t u a l changes w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n . 

Looking a t the f i r s t t h r e e of t h e s e , the r e s u l t s show c o n s i d e r a b l e i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l v a r i a t i o n i n the e f f e c t s of the c o n f e r e n c e s 0 At two s c h o o l s a l l three 
t y p e s of r e q u e s t s f o r f o l l o w up were made; a t one other t h e r e was a request f o r 
both f u r t h e r data a n a l y s i s and new r e s e a r c h c o l l a b o r a t i o n ; a t two others only 
one of these types of r e q u e s t s was made; f i n a l l y , a t three of the schools there 
were no f o l l o w up r e s u e s t s i n the year f o l l o w i n g the conferences. 

Except f o r these kinds of r e q u e s t s , i t i s very d i f f i c u l t to pinpoint a r e a l 
c o n n ection between the r e s e a r c h or the feedback conferences and subsequent i n s t i ­
t u t i o n a l changes or development* S t i l l , s e v e r a l of the l i a i s o n persons did 
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e x p r e s s a p e r s o n a l judgment t h a t the d i s s e m i n a t i o n process had been a h e l p f u l , 
even i f not a c r i t i c a l f a c t o r , i n new developments or changes. For i n s t a n c e , at 
one school, one of the two from which a l l t h r e e types of follow-up r e q u e s t s a l s o 
came, the l i a i s o n person r e p o r t e d that changes i n the counseling system were 
brought about, a t l e a s t p a r t l y , by the study r e s u l t s . 

These i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s i n the extent to which the r e s e a r c h was 
u t i l i z e d i n the year f o l l o w i n g the conferences r e f l e c t , i n l a r g e measure, how 
r e s p o n s i v e the i n s t i t u t i o n s had a l r e a d y been a t the time the conferences were 
h e l d . The two schools which requested a l l t h r e e types.of follow-up had been 
h i g h l y r e s p o n s i v e a l l along. I n c o n t r a s t , the t h r e e schools which made.no 
r e q u e s t s , indeed w i t h whom t h e r e has been no contact except the v i s i t w i t h the 
l i a i s o n person s p e c i f i e d by the conference p r o j e c t proposal, were a l l schools 
which had been r e l a t i v e l y unresponsive p r i o r to the conferences. The other 
s c h o o l s , those making a t l e a s t some r e q u e s t s , f e l l somewhate i n the middle with 
r e s p e c t to t h e i r e a r l i e r l e v e l of r e s p o n s i v e n e s s as w e l l . 

To point out that these d i f f e r e n c e s r e f l e c t i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness to 
t h e study and to the feedback does not completely e x p l a i n why c e r t a i n schools have 
used the study more than o t h e r s . At l e a s t , i t i s p o s s i b l e to take a step back to 
s e e which of the p o s s i b l e explanatory f a c t o r s which w e r e . r e l a t e d to i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
r e s p o n s i v e n e s s a l s o seemed to d i f f e r e n t i a t e which sch o o l s have made the g r e a t e s t 
use of the study r e s u l t s . , Very few of the i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the i n s t i ­
t u t i o n s which were examined t u r n out to be important. I n s t e a d , i t i s the more 
exogenous f a c t o r s , p a r t i c u l a r l y e x t e r n a l r e s o u r c e s of a . f i n a n c i a l s o r t and,the 
r e s e a r c h o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s p r i o r r e l a t i o n s h i p to the s c h o o l s , which seem to d i f f e r ­
e n t i a t e which i n s t i t u t i o n s have used the r e s e a r c h s i n c e the conferences. Requests 
f o r follow-up d i s c u s s i o n s , f u r t h e r data a n a l y s e s , and new r e s e a r c h developments 
have occurred most•frequently i n schools where our r e l a t i o n s h i p s had been e s p e c i a l l y 
good during the r e s e a r c h process and where there had been g r e a t e r success i n 
o b t a i n i n g o u t s i d e funds from governmental and p r i v a t e foundation sources. 
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I . I n t r o d u c t i o n 

The Problem 

As s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s have become more and more Involved I n b a s i c r e s e a r c h 
s t u d i e s , of problems and i s s u e s w i t h s o c i a l and e d u c a t i o n a l s i g n i f i c a n c e , we have 
a l s o become i n c r e a s i n g l y concerned about the l i m i t e d u s e f u l n e s s of our r e s e a r c h i n 
b r i n g i n g about meaningful changes i n o r g a n i z a t i o n s a n d • s o c i a l s e t t i n g s we study. 
Even when the r e s e a r c h t o p i c . i s _ d efined i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n w i t h s o c i a l or e d u c a t i o n a l 
p r a c t i t i o n e r s and the r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s do_ bear on problems of acute i n t e r e s t to 
p r a c t i t i o n e r s , the impact of our j o i n t endeavors o f t e n l e a v e s a l o t to be d e s i r e d . 

Though many f a c t o r s may account f o r l i m i t e d u t i l i z a t i o n of r e s e a r c h f i n d i n g s 
by s o c i a l and e d u c a t i o n a l a g e n c i e s , a c r u c i a l aspect of the problem seems to be 
the feedback process i t s e l f - the way i n which r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s a r e reported back 
to members of the p a r t i c i p a t i n g o r g a n i z a t i o n s . Floyd Mann of the Survey Research 
Center has r e p e a t e d l y found, i n c o n t r o l l e d experiments i n a v a r i e t y of o r g a n i z a ­
t i o n s , t h a t b a s i c . r e s e a r c h can be e f f e c t i v e l y u t i l i z e d and produce meaningful 
changes i n o r g a n i z a t i o n a l procedures, when r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s a r e disseminated under 
proper c o n d i t i o n s . These proper c o n d i t i o n s i n c l u d e f a c e - t o - f a c e I n t e r a c t i o n , 
r a t h e r than dependence upon w r i t t e n r e p o r t s and the involvement of personnel 
a c r o s s the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l h i e r a r c h y . Admittedly, i t i s very easy f o r r e s e a r c h 
p e r s o n n e l to d e f i n e the completion of t h e i r t a s k as the published r e p o r t no matter 
how much e f f o r t was i n v o l v e d e a r l i e r i n making the study r e l e v a n t to a c t u a l prob­
lems i n the f i e l d . S i m i l a r l y , p r a c t i t i o n e r s who p a r t i c i p a t e most c l o s e l y i n the 
r e s e a r c h process can e a s i l y d e f i n e the r e s e a r c h r e p o r t as the end stage of c o l ­
l a b o r a t i o n because they may have gained u s e f u l information themselves and have a 
p e r s o n a l sense of the v e n t u r e ' s worth. But, i f p r a c t i t i o n e r s want p o l i c y d e c i s i o n s 
to be guided by s y s t e m a t i c r e s e a r c h , and r e s e a r c h personnel want t h e i r work 
e f f e c t i v e l y a p p l i e d i n s o c i a l s e t t i n g s , we must pay g r e a t e r heed to t h i s informa­
t i o n feedback p r o c e s s . 

T h i s g e n e r a l problem defined the g e n e r a l o b j e c t i v e of t h i s p r o j e c t - to con­
duc t and e v a l u a t e a s e r i e s of conferences i n ten predominantly Negro c o l l e g e s 
which would h o p e f u l l y s e c u r e e f f e c t i v e d i s s e m i n a t i o n of r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s p r e v i o u s l y 
obtained i n each of the s c h o o l s . ^ The r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s which were to be d i s c u s s e d 
i n the conferences centered on determinants of the s t u d e n t s ' c a r e e r c h o i c e s . 

For a number of reasons these r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s seemed p o t e n t i a l l y q u i t e use­
f u l to the p a r t i c i p a t i n g s c h o o l s . I n the f i r s t p l a c e , these i n s t i t u t i o n s want a 
b e t t e r p i c t u r e of t h e i r s t u d e n t s ' needs and i n t e r e s t s i n the v o c a t i o n a l domain as 
t h e y f a c e the c h a l l e n g e of t r a i n i n g students f o r s k i l l and job a r e a s h e r e t o f o r e 
l a r g e l y c l o s e d to Negro youth. Secondly, these i n s t i t u t i o n s a r e under a t t a c k from 
many d i r e c t i o n s . Even when the a t t a c k s a r e w e l l - i n t e n t i o n e d , they a r e o f t e n 
b e w i l d e r i n g and t h r e a t e n i n g r a t h e r than c o n s t r u c t i v e i n e f f e c t . Although r e s e a r c h 
d a t a can b u t t r e s s a d e f e n s i v e nonchange p o s i t i o n , they can a l s o be used to focus 

The o r i g i n a l study which provided the r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s d i s c u s s e d i n the 
feedback conferences was sponsored by the O f f i c e of Education, P r o j e c t No. 5-0787, 
C o n t r a c t No. OE-4-10-095. I t i s reported i n a monograph by Gurin, P. and Katz, D., 
M o t i v a t i o n and A s p i r a t i o n i n the Negro C o l l e g e , I n s t i t u t e f o r S o c i a l Research, 
Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1966. 
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on t h e nature of an i n s t i t u t i o n ' s problems and on p o s i t i v e f a c t o r s a l r e a d y oper­
a t i n g i n .the i n s t i t u t i o n a l environment which could be strengthened as the i n s t i - . 
t u t i o n develops and changes. T h i r d l y , i t was during the period i n which the 
r e s e a r c h was conducted t h a t the Higher Ed u c a t i o n Act of 1965, w i t h i t s r e s o u r c e s 
u n d e r . T i t l e I I I f o r Strengthening Developing I n s t i t u t i o n s , was passed, s i g n i f i ­
c a n t l y i n c r e a s i n g the p o s s i b i l i t y of i n s t i t u t i o n a l change by providing support 
and r e s o u r c e s which were p r e v i o u s l y hard to come by. f o r most of these i n s t i t u t i o n s . 
G i v e n that these i n t e r n a l and e x t e r n a l f o r c e s were a l r e a d y operating to promote 
change, the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t the r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s might a l s o be u t i l i z e d f o r 
change seemed c o n s i d e r a b l y heightened, assuming we were s u f f i c i e n t l y concerned 
about the d i s s e m i n a t i o n p r o c e s s . Of course, t h i s r a i s e s the i s s u e of what e f f e c ­
t i v e d i s s e m i n a t i o n of r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s i s . 

Conception of E f f e c t i v e D i s s e m i n a t i o n 

The d i s s e m i n a t i o n p r o c e s s can be considered e f f e c t i v e i f i t : 

Provides for•meaningful p r e s e n t a t i o n and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the.data.so 
t h a t • t h e p a r t i c i p a n t s become engaged I n , f u l l d i s c u s s i o n of r e s e a r c h 
r e s u l t s , and 

r e s u l t s i n some i n s t i t u t i o n a l changes t h a t f o l l o w from needs h i g h l i g h t e d 
by the d i s c u s s i o n of study r e s u l t s . 

Accomplishing both of these goals - f u l l d i s c u s s i o n of r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s and 
encouragement, of i n s t i t u t i o n a l change - depends very much on the nature of the 
o r i g i n a l agreement between the i n s t i t u t i o n and the r e s e a r c h o r g a n i z a t i o n . They 
are more d i f f i c u l t to accomplish when the study i s n o t . s o l i c i t e d by the i n s t i t u ­
t i o n . When an i n s t i t u t i o n c o n t r a c t s w i t h a r e s e a r c h o r g a n i z a t i o n to do a study 
f o r the i n s t i t u t i o n , the .procedures f o r accomplishing these goals may be somewhat 
d i f f e r e n t and e a s i e r to c a r r y out. 

The experience d e s c r i b e d i n t h i s r e p o r t i s r e l e v a n t to.the s i t u a t i o n i n which 
the o r i g i n a l i n s t i t u t i o n cooperates but does not s o l i c i t the study.. I n t h i s c a s e 
the o r i g i n a l study was i n i t i a t e d by the I n s t i t u t e f o r - S o c i a l Research o f . t h e 
U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan." Cooperation of the p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s was 
r e q u e s t e d i n a l e t t e r to the p r e s i d e n t of each i n s t i t u t i o n d e s c r i b i n g the purposes 
of t h e study and promising a r e p o r t . o f study r e s u l t s to each i n s t i t u t i o n * . I n -
o r d e r to maximize the .relevance of the study to each s c h o o l , i t was a l s o suggested-
t h a t a s t a f f person a t . t h e i n s t i t u t i o n be appointed to work wi t h our s t a f f as the 
s t u d y proceeded. T h i s was done a t each s c h o o l ; Although the l i a i s o n persons,had 
been h e l p f u l and i n s t i t u t i o n a l cooperation during the data c o l l e c t i o n phase of 
the study had been u n u s u a l l y good, we approached the d i s s e m i n a t i o n p r o c e s s w i t h 
awareness t h a t i n s t i t u t i o n a l i n t e r e s t i n the study r e s u l t s was bound to be l e s s 
than i t would have been had the study•been . s o l i c i t e d by the i n s t i t u t i o n s them­
s e l v e s . 

The nature of the . o r i g i n a l agreement or c o n t r a c t w i t h the schools should be 
kept i n mind as we e v a l u a t e our e x p e r i e n c e s i n d i s s e m i n a t i n g the r e s u l t s of t h i s 
s t u d y to the p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s . 
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S p e c i f i c O b j e c t i v e s 

1. To p l a n and conduct a s e t of feedback conferences a t schools which par­
t i c i p a t e d i n the e a r l i e r r e s e a r c h p r o j e c t . 

2. To e v a l u a t e the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of t h e s e conferences w i t h r e s p e c t to both 
c r i t e r i a of e f f e c t i v e d i s s e m i n a t i o n s e t f o r t h above - obtaining f u l l 
d i s c u s s i o n of study r e s u l t s and producing i n s t i t u t i o n a l change. 

3. To r e l a t e e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the feedback process t o : (a) i n t e r n a l char­
a c t e r i s t i c s and r e s o u r c e s of the i n s t i t u t i o n s themselves, (b) nature of 
the r e s e a r c h team's i n t e r a c t i o n s w i t h the i n s t i t u t i o n s , and (c) nature 
of e x t e r n a l i n p u t s , p a r t i c u l a r l y governmental r e s o u r c e s , operating w i t h ­
i n the i n s t i t u t i o n s . 

R e l e v a n c e to V o c a t i o n a l - T e c h n i c a l . E d u c a t i o n 

Although a l l of the schools involved i n t h i s p r o j e c t a r e i n s t i t u t i o n s of 
h i g h e r education, most of them have a l s o t r a d i t i o n a l l y t r a i n e d l a r g e numbers of 
s t u d e n t s f o r v o c a t i o n a l j o b s not normally r e q u i r i n g a c o l l e g e degree. Only two 
of them are e x c l u s i v e l y l i b e r a l a r t s c o l l e g e s . I n the conferences that were con­
ducted at the c o l l e g e s , s p e c i a l emphasis was placed on c a r e e r choices of voca­
t i o n a l teaching or v o c a t i o n a l s k i l l j o b s . Thus, i n a d d i t i o n to the general r e l e ­
vance the p r o j e c t has f o r u t i l i z a t i o n of r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s i n e d u c a t i o n a l s e t t i n g s , 
i t h as p a r t i c u l a r concern w i t h r e s u l t s t h a t bear on the v o c a t i o n a l - t e c h n i c a l a r e a . 

R e l a t e d Research 

The need f o r i n v o l v i n g people i n a feedback process i n the context of the 
on-going group or o r g a n i z a t i o n i n which they have membership has been the major 
p o i n t of-departure of t h e o r i z i n g and r e s e a r c h of Floyd Mann (1957) i n the u t i l i ­
z a t i o n of r e s e a r c h knowledge. Mann c a l l s a t t e n t i o n t o . f i v e .factors which make 
f o r the e f f i c a c y of s y s t e m a t i c feedback of survey f i n d i n g s w i t h i n an i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
framework. (1) P a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n and a n a l y s i s of r e s e a r c h 
r e s u l t s l e a d s to the i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n of i n f o r m a t i o n and b e l i e f s ; (2) Feedback 
of i n f o r m a t i o n and i t s d i s c u s s i o n by a p p r o p r i a t e groups makes - i t h i g h l y r e l e v a n t 
to t h e f u n c t i o n i n g of the group and i t s members. P r i n c i p l e s a t a general l e v e l of 
a b s t r a c t i o n are not as easy . to apply as the d i s c o v e r y of i d e a s based upon imme­
d i a t e experience; (3) Knowledge of r e s u l t s can i t s e l f motivate people toward 
improving t h e i r performance; (4) Group support i s e s p e c i a l l y e f f e c t i v e for s u s ­
t a i n i n g changes when t h e r e I s a continuing group i n o p e r a t i o n ; (5) The feedback 
method which i s sponsored b y v a r i o u s p a r t s of the i n s t i t u t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e 
l e g i t i m i z e s the change p r o c e s s . 

I n a l a r g e p u b l i c u t i l i t y Mann measured the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the feedback-of 
r e s e a r c h information to o r g a n i z a t i o n a l f a m i l i e s by comparing two c o n t r o l depart­
ments r e c e i v i n g feedback. Eighteen months .a f t e r the s t a r t of the feedback, the 
e x p e r i m e n t a l departments showed marked Improvement over t h e i r previous p o s i t i o n 
i n terms of Job i n t e r e s t , job r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , r e l a t i o n s w i t h s u p e r v i s o r and s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n w i t h t h e i r p r ogress i n the company. The c o n t r o l department showed no 
comparable changes. 

The Mann approach of u t i l i z i n g r e s e a r c h f i n d i n g s as feedback to i n s t i t u t e 
a change process i s s i m i l a r to the group therapy approach of the T a v i s t o c k 

10 



I n s t i t u t e (Jacques, 1952) and the B e t h e l l e a d e r s h i p t r a i n i n g laboratory,but there 
are c r i t i c a l d i f f e r e n c e s ( L i p p i t t , et a l , 1958). The Mann approach s t a r t s with 
d e t a i l e d data about the group i t s e l f and * so can approach problems from the 
o b j e c t i v e p o i n t of view of s c i e n t i f i c f a c t f i n d i n g . I t does not attempt to.go 
deep i n t o therapy problems. I t i s concerned w i t h making the i n s t i t u t i o n a l changes 
n e c e s s a r y f o r progress, not w i t h r e s t r u c t u r i n g the i n t e r n a l l i v e s of the mal­
a d j u s t e d . Our e v a l u a t i o n of the feedback p r o c e s s , then, r e f e r s to the e f f i c a c y 
of t h e changes produced I n the i n s t i t u t i o n i n the Mann t r a d i t i o n . . 
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I I . Method 

Desi g n of -the Conferences 

The p r o j e c t p l a n c a l l e d f o r feedback conferences to be held a t eight i n s t i l 
t u t i o n s . Following from the work of Mann and a s s o c i a t e s j t h e r e were c e r t a i n 
elements which were to be in c l u d e d i n the conferences a t a l l the sc h o o l s : 

1. As f u l l involvement as p o s s i b l e of i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s i n 
planning the conferences,. • 

2. Involvement of a wide c r o s s - s e c t i o n of the .members of the i n s t i t u t i o n 
w i t h the p a r t i c i p a n t s c u t t i n g a c r o s s the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l h i e r a r c h y . 

3. I n c l u s i o n of m a t e r i a l as p e r s o n a l l y r e l e v a n t to p a r t i c i p a n t s as p o s s i b l e . 

4. I n c l u s i o n of follow-up p l a n s .and f u r t h e r a c t i o n p o s s i b i l i t i e s as part 
of the conference d i s c u s s i o n s . 

These, then, were to be the common i n g r e d i e n t s of a l l the conferences, assuming 
t h a t the i n s t i t u t i o n s . w o u l d agree to these procedures. Thus, i n the o r i g i n a l p l a n 
i t . w o u l d have to be something other than the conference procedures themselves-
which would account f o r how e f f e c t i v e the conferences would prove to be. 

P o s s i b l e E x p l a n a t o r y : F a c t o r s 

F a c t o r s which would va r y a c r o s s the. i n s t i t u t i o n s and, t h e r e f o r e , p o t e n t i a l l y 
might be h e l p f u l i n i n t e r p r e t i n g the. u s e f u l n e s s of the .conferences f a l l i n t o t h r e e : 

c l a s s e s of v a r i a b l e s : (1) i n t e r n a l i n s t i t u t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s or res o u r c e s , 
(2) nature of the r e s e a r c h team's i n t e r a c t i o n s w i t h the i n s t i t u t i o n s during the 
r e s e a r c h p rocess i t s e l f , and (3) nature .of t h e i n s t i t u t i o n s 1 r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h 
o t h e r e x t e r n a l agencies such as government, a c c r e d i t i n g a s s o c i a t i o n s , other edu­
c a t i o n a l i n s t i t u t i o n s ; foundations, e t c . 

Types of I n s t i t u t i o n s Included I n the - O r i g i n a l Study 

V a r i a t i o n w i t h r e s p e c t to t h e - f i r s t of these f a c t o r s , i n t e r n a l i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , was provided by the way the schools.which had p a r t i c i p a t e d i n 
the o r i g i n a l r e s e a r c h study had been s e l e c t e d . Since a.major o b j e c t i v e of the 
o r i g i n a l r e s e a r c h was to examine d i f f e r e n t modes of i n s t i t u t i o n a l p a t t e r n i n g of 
a s p i r a t i o n , the schools were chosen to provide a wide d i v e r s i t y of predominantly 
Negro c o l l e g e s . 

Three dimensions were used to s e l e c t s c h o o l s : p u b l i c v. p r i v a t e sponsorship, 
academic s t a t u s of the school and amount of c o n s t r a i n t t h a t had been e x e r c i s e d 
by t h e school a d m i n i s t r a t i o n over p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n c i v i l r i g h t s a c t i v i t i e s . , 
Academic s t a t u s was judged by an a c c r e d i t i n g a s s o c i a t i o n . Two groups of schools 
were i n c l u d e d : those considered by the a s s o c i a t i o n to be i n i t s h i g h e s t academic 
grouping and those w i t h a t l e a s t somewhat,lower s t a t u s , although s t i l l meeting 
b a s i c a c c r e d i t a t i o n requirements. Judgment of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e c o n s t r a i n t over 
c i v i l r i g h t s p a r t i c i p a t i o n was based on p u b l i c evidence such as the f i r i n g of 
f a c u l t y , e x p u l s i o n of students or a d m i n i s t r a t i v e d i r e c t i v e s given p u b l i c l y to 
s t u d e n t s or f a c u l t y . I t was not.only because of the broader s o c i a l s i g n i f i c a n c e 
of c i v i l r i g h t s a c t i v i t i e s t h a t t h i s dimension was considered Important; i t was 
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a l s o used because we f e l t i n s t i t u t i o n a l . r e s p o n s e s to demonstrations could be.used 
as b e h a v i o r a l i n d i c a t o r s of d i f f e r e n c e s i n the way a d m i n i s t r a t i v e a u t h o r i t y i s 
e x e r c i s e d i n the i n s t i t u t i o n s . Other i n d i c a t o r s , such as amount of student and/or 
f a c u l t y involvement i n i n s t i t u t i o n a l p o l i c y committees, could have been used 
I n s t e a d to t e l l us something about the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s a u t h o r i t y s t r u c t u r e . 

By s e l e c t i n g four p u b l i c and four p r i v a t e s c h o o l s which were a l s o judged to 
be h i g h or low on these other two dimensions, e i g h t types of i n s t i t u t i o n s would 
r e s u l t . A c t u a l l y , ten schools which met the c r i t e r i a f o r s e l e c t i o n were.asked to 
p a r t i c i p a t e to cover the . p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t c e r t a i n of these types of schools might 
r e f u s e to p a r t i c i p a t e or withdraw from the study. A l l ten schools agreed to par­
t i c i p a t e and cooperated i n a l l a s p e c t s . o f the study. 

That t h i s purposive s e l e c t i o n of i n s t i t u t i o n s did r e s u l t i n q u i t e d i f f e r e n t 
s c h o o l s can be seen from the r e s u l t s of the o r i g i n a l study. They d i f f e r markedly 
i n t h e i r s t u d e n t s ' a s p i r a t i o n s and on a.number of other c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s as w e l l . 
D i s c u s s i o n of t h e s e i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s and how they r e l a t e to a s p i r a t i o n 
l e v e l s i n the s c h o o l s i s given i n d e t a i l i n the r e p o r t of the o r i g i n a l study 
( G u r i n and K a t z , see e s p e c i a l l y Chapter I X ) , 

S e l e c t i o n of Schools for the Feedback Conferences -

Four of the ten schools were i n s t i t u t i o n s where we f e l t i t might be d i f f i c u l t 
to g a i n p a r t i c i p a t i o n of a wide c r o s s - s e c t i o n of people i n the i n s t i t u t i o n for 
the conference. These were four i n s t i t u t i o n s where student and even f a c u l t y 
Involvement at the l e v e l of p o l i c y d i s c u s s i o n was uncommon.. I n a d d i t i o n to our• 
own o b s e r v a t i o n s , t h i s was supported by data from.the e a r l i e r study i n which 
s t u d e n t s were asked f o r t h e i r p e r c e p t i o n s of the way r e g u l a t i o n s were made, or 
changed w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n . Thus, we were wo r r i e d t h a t one of the elements 
of t h e conferences which was to be common at a l l s c h o o l s might vary from the 
o u t s e t i f a l l four of these s c h o o l s were i n c l u d e d . T h e r e f o r e j we s e l e c t e d two 
of t h e s e and the remaining s i x where we a n t i c i p a t e d l e s s d i f f i c u l t y around t h i s 
i s s u e . 

The e i g h t i n s t i t u t i o n s where the conferences were to be held i n c l u d e d f i v e 
p r i v a t e and t h r e e p u b l i c s c h o o l s . At four of them more than 50 percent, and a t 
two more between 40 and 50 p e r c e n t , of the students were e n r o l l e d i n n o n l i b e r a l 
a r t s majors. Only two were almost e x c l u s i v e l y l i b e r a l a r t s c o l l e g e s . 

At each of these i n s t i t u t i o n s a standard l e t t e r was sent to the p r e s i d e n t 
w i t h a copy to the person i n the i n s t i t u t i o n who had acted p r e v i o u s l y a t the 
l i a i s o n to the study. I t a l s o i n c l u d e d a l i s t of t o p i c s that could be d i s ­
c u s s e d i n the. conferences. T h i s l i s t covered .both a standard s e t o f - t o p i c s 
t h a t we thought, would be r e l e v a n t a t a l l schools,and a . s p e c i a l s e t o f ' t o p i c s 
f o r each s c h o o l t h a t were suggested because of our,knowledge of the s p e c i a l 
i n t e r e s t s a t d i f f e r e n t s c h o o l s . 

C r i t e r i a f o r E v a l u a t i n g E f f e c t i v e n e s s of the Conferences 

The feedback conferences were to be considered e f f e c t i v e i f they provided-
f o r f u l l d i s c u s s i o n of r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s and i f they encouraged some changes 
w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n s . S i n c e t h e s e a r e v e r y broad g o a l s , the a c t u a l c r i t e r i a 
f o r measuring v a r i a t i o n s i n e f f e c t i v e n e s s were f u r t h e r s p e c i f i e d as f o l l o w s : 
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1. L e v e l of resp o n s i v e n e s s to the i n i t i a l p roposal of the conferences sent 
as a standard l e t t e r to a l l i n s t i t u t i o n s 

- timing and enthusiasm of response to the i n i t i a l l e t t e r ( f o r i n s t a n c e , 
d i d the p r e s i d e n t respond q u i c k l y or much l a t e r ? Did the response 
i n d i c a t e t h a t any st e p s were being taken to implement, the i d e a or did 
i t only express i n t e r e s t ? Was the l e t t e r c a s t i n terms of a c t i v e par­
t i c i p a t i o n or merely i n terms of " l e t t i n g the r e s e a r c h s t a f f do what 
i t wanted"?) 

- l e v e l of involvement of i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s i n plan n i n g the 
conferences , 

- degree to which a wide c r o s s - s e c t i o n of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members were 
in c l u d e d i n the conferences 

2. Reactions and e v a l u a t i o n s by p a r t i c i p a n t s of the conferences themselves 

Each p a r t i c i p a n t was asked to f i l l out a R e a c t i o n Form (see Appendix) 
which inc l u d e d r e a c t i o n s to the r e s u l t s , e v a l u a t i o n of the p r e s e n t a t i o n 
of r e s u l t s , suggestions of a c t i o n i m p l i c a t i o n s f o l l o w i n g from the r e s u l t s 
and q uestions about the p a r t i c i p a n t ' s p o s i t i o n and f u n c t i o n w i t h i n the 
i n s t i t u t i o n . These R e a c t i o n Forms make i t p o s s i b l e to examine d i f ­
f e r e n c e s among the i n s t i t u t i o n s i n e v a l u a t i n g the conferences a t . t h e 
time they were held. 

3. U t i l i z a t i o n of the r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s i n the year f o l l o w i n g the feecback 
conferences 

- r e q u e s t s f o r f u r t h e r d i s c u s s i o n of study r e s u l t s 

- r e q u e s t s f o r f u r t h e r data a n a l y s i s to f o l l o w up ideas coming out of 
the conferences 

- r e q u e s t s f or r e s e a r c h c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n v o l v i n g c o l l e c t i o n of a d d i t i o n a l 
data beyond t h a t provided by the e a r l i e r study (follow-up s t u d i e s of 
f a c u l t y , l o n g i t u d i n a l follow-up of students who had p a r t i c i p a t e d i n 
the e a r l i e r study, e v a l u a t i o n s t u d i e s of s p e c i f i c programs on the campus) 

- development of new programs, changes i n i n s t i t u t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e or 
other evidences of a c t u a l changes w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n 

A Word of Caution 

I n the pages to f o l l o w we w i l l t r y to q u a n t i f y the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of these 
c o n f e r e n c e s along the thr e e c r i t e r i a s p e c i f i e d above. We w i l l a l s o attempt to 
r e l a t e e f f e c t i v e n e s s l n a s y s t e m a t i c manner to c e r t a i n i n t e r n a l and e x t e r n a l 
f a c t o r s which may.be operating to account f o r d i f f e r e n t i a l e f f e c t i v e n e s s . S t i l l 
i t i s important to note t h a t most of what we have to say I s h i g h l y e x p l o r a t o r y 
and s p e c u l a t i v e I n n a t u r e. Many f a c t o r s beyond what we could c o n t r o l or measure . 
were v a r y i n g i n ways that might have strong e f f e c t s on how we i n t e r p r e t d i f f e r e n c e s 
t h a t emerge. Perhaps even more important, however, i s the f a c t that these i n s t i ­
t u t i o n s ' r e l a t i o n s h i p s to e x t e r n a l a g e n c i e s , be they r e s e a r c h o r g a n i z a t i o n s , 
governmental a g e n c i e s , foundations or other e d u c a t i o n a l i n s t i t u t i o n s , a r e h i g h l y 
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complex and c o n s t a n t l y i n f l u x . How they, and other i n s t i t u t i o n s l i k e them .with 
r e l a t i v e l y . l i m i t e d economic r e s o u r c e s , u t i l i z e e x t e r n a l inputs along w i t h t h e i r , 
i n t e r n a l r e s o u r c e s of v a r i o u s kinds to f u r t h e r t h e i r own development i s one of 
the most p r e s s i n g questions f a c i n g education today. Our experience, l i m i t e d as 
i t i s by the number, of i n s t i t u t i o n s included i n the p r o j e c t and the complexity 
of the t o p i c , h o p e f u l l y w i l l be h e l p f u l not because i t provides any v e r i t a b l e 
t r u t h s but because i t may c o n t r i b u t e to an on-going d i s c u s s i o n of these i s s u e s . 
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I I I . R e s u l t s 

T h i s s e c t i o n w i l l be d i v i d e d i n t o three p a r t s according to the c r i t e r i a 
d e s c r i b e d above f o r e v a l u a t i n g the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the conferences: (1) Respon­
s i v e n e s s of the i n s t i t u t i o n s to the i n i t i a l p r o p o s a l f o r the conferences, 
(2) r e a c t i o n s and e v a l u a t i o n s by p a r t i c i p a n t s of the conferences themselves, 
(3) u t i l i z a t i o n of the r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s i n the year f o l l o w i n g the feedback con­
f e r e n c e s . 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l Responsiveness to the I n i t i a l P r oposal f o r the Feedback Conferences. 

Responsiveness to the I n i t i a l L e t t e r 

One of the ways i n which the i n s t i t u t i o n s could and d i d d i f f e r i n responding 
to t h e proposal f o r feedback conferences i s how immediately and e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y 
they responded to the i n i t i a l l e t t e r sent to the p r e s i d e n t s of the eight s c h o o l s . 
The p r e s i d e n t s of two i n s t i t u t i o n s r e p l i e d Immediately; four others responded 
w i t h i n the next month. We s t i l l had not heard from the remaining two i n s t i t u ­
t i o n s at the end of a two-month p e r i o d , a t which point a follow-up phone c a l l 
was made. 

I n a d d i t i o n to these d i f f e r e n c e s i n timing, the r e p l i e s a l s o v a r i e d i n other 
i n d i c a t o r s of r e s p o n s i v e n e s s . For i n s t a n c e , the p r e s i d e n t s who r e p l i e d imme­
d i a t e l y a l s o i n d i c a t e d t h a t steps were a l r e a d y being taken to implement the idea. 
I n one case, the p r e s i d e n t had delegated r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r working out arrange­
ments f o r the conference to the person who had p r e v i o u s l y acted as a l i a i s o n to 
the r e s e a r c h p r o j e c t . I n the other .case, the p r e s i d e n t mentioned that a s p e c i a l 
committee, i n c l u d i n g the l i a i s o n person, had been appointed to work out the 
arrangements w i t h us. The other s i x l e t t e r s were much l e s s e n t h u s i a s t i c . 
G e n e r a l l y , they r e f l e c t e d some i n t e r e s t but d i d not i n d i c a t e t h at the i n s t i t u ­
t i o n s were moving ahead w i t h any concrete p l a n s for the conferences. Two of 
t h e s e l e s s e n t h u s i a s t i c responses were c a s t i n terms of " l e t t i n g the r e s e a r c h 
s t a f f do what i t wants" r a t h e r than e x p r e s s i n g a c t i v e i n t e r e s t i n the p r o j e c t . 
One other p r e s i d e n t r e p l i e d w i t h a p l e a s a n t but c l e a r message that . i f and when 
the school wanted to d i s c u s s the study r e s u l t s he would l e t us know. 

Although we were disappointed a t t h i s somewhat l e s s than e n t h u s i a s t i c 
r e s p o n s e , there was a common note i n four of the l e t t e r s which seemed to e x p l a i n 
p a r t of t h i s i n s t i t u t i o n a l c a u t i o u s n e s s . T h i s common note was a s p e c i f i c request 
f o r a w r i t t e n r e p o r t of the study before the i n s t i t u t i o n s proceeded f u r t h e r with 
the i d e a of c a r r y i n g on d i s c u s s i o n s about r e s u l t s i n group meetings on the campuses. 
Our o r i g i n a l p l a n had been to run the conferences before the f i n a l r e p o r t of the 
s t u d y was completed i n the hope t h a t these d i s c u s s i o n s would be h e l p f u l i n i n t e r ­
p r e t i n g the study r e s u l t s i n a meaningful way. Of course, we had planned to 
p r o v i d e w r i t t e n m a t e r i a l s for the conferences - t a b l e s , c h a r t s , summaries i n 
w r i t t e n form. I t was c l e a r , however, from the p r e s i d e n t s ' r e p l i e s t h a t they 
wanted more than t h i s type of m a t e r i a l before they committed themselves to 
i n v e s t i n g time and energy i n the feedback conferences. Since the f i n a l r e p o r t 
of t h e study to be submitted to the O f f i c e of Education was not to be completed 
f o r s e v e r a l more months, we suggested c o n t a c t i n g the schools again a f t e r the 
r e p o r t was ready. 
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F i v e months l a t e r , a t the beginning of the next academic year, the f i n a l 
r e p o r t s and an appendix w i t h t a b l e s prepared f o r each school making comparisons 
t h a t were r e l e v a n t for t h a t p a r t i c u l a r s c h o o l were sent to the p r e s i d e n t s of a l l 
the i n s t i t u t i o n s . As a matter of f a c t , these m a t e r i a l s were sent to a l l t e n 
I n s t i t u t i o n s , not j u s t the e i g h t where we hoped t h a t conferences would be 
p o s s i b l e . To some extent, the v a l u e of attempting t h i s k i n d of feedback process 
i s r e f l e c t e d i n the f a c t t h a t we never heard again from the two i n s t i t u t i o n s 
which r e c e i v e d the m a t e r i a l s but were not asked to become involved i n d i s c u s s i n g 
the r e s u l t s w i t h our s t a f f . I n c o n t r a s t to t h i s l a c k of response, and i n c o n t r a s t 
to t h e e a r l i e r c a u t i o u s r e p l i e s from s i x of the e i g h t conference s c h o o l s , we 
r e c e i v e d r e l a t i v e l y e n t h u s i a s t i c responses from a l l but one of the s c h o o l s a f t e r 
the p r e s i d e n t s and other people at the c o l l e g e s had had a chance to look a t the 
w r i t t e n r e p o r t s . 

T h i s d i f f e r e n c e between l e v e l of i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness before and 
a f t e r they had the chance to look a t the f i n a l r e p o r t p o i n t s to one important 
r e s u l t of our experience. The o r i g i n a l p l a n of asking f o r the s c h o o l s ' p a r t i c i ­
p a t i o n i n the conferences before completing the f i n a l r e p o r t presumed a l e v e l of 
t r u s t i n us and confidence i n the study t h a t was q u i t e u n r e a l i s t i c on our p a r t s . 
Although the schools had been v e r y c o o p e r a t i v e during the data c o l l e c t i o n phase 
of t h e study, they understandably were r e s e r v i n g t h e i r r e a c t i o n s and commitments 
to an on-going r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h us u n t i l they were able to look a t the way the 
s t u d y r e s u l t s were presented to the p u b l i c . Had t h i s study been s o l i c i t e d by 
t h e s e i n s t i t u t i o n s , they might w e l l have r e a c t e d q u i t e d i f f e r e n t l y , viewing the 
r e p o r t i n g of r e s u l t s as a s e r v i c e to them. Furthermore, the i s s u e of c o n t r o l 
and use of data i s r e a l i s t i c a l l y more problematic when the p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n s t i ­
t u t i o n i s simply cooperating w i t h another o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s r e s e a r c h p l a n . T h i s 
seems to be one way I n which d i s s e m i n a t i o n of r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s i s h i g h l y condi­
t i o n e d by the nature of the o r i g i n a l agreement w i t h the p a r t i c i p a n t s . - Furthermore, 
i n a d d i t i o n to t h i s g e n e r a l problem t h a t was generated by the asymmetrical r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p i m p l i e d by our o r i g i n a l agreement w i t h the s c h o o l s , there were c e r t a i n 
e x p e r i e n c e s these schools were having r i g h t a t t h at time which made t h e i r c a u t i o n 
even more understandable. Around t h a t time s e v e r a l of these i n s t i t u t i o n s were 
bei n g s c r u t i n i z e d i n a number of p u b l i c documents. The McGrath r e p o r t (1965) had 
been pub l i s h e d ; s e v e r a l a r t i c l e s about predominantly Negro c o l l e g e s were then 
a v a i l a b l e I n n a t i o n a l magazines; the r e c e n t Jencks-Riessman (1966) a r t i c l e , which 
produced such a storm of controversy, had been seen i n manuscript form by s e v e r a l 
people on these campuses. Reactions to these p u b l i c a t i o n s may w e l l have added to 
a g e n e r a l problem that i s experienced by most, i f not a l l , o r g a n i z a t i o n s when 
r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s b e aring on t h e i r f u n c t i o n i n g a r e made a v a i l a b l e to the p u b l i c . 
The f a c t that we had promised to p r e s e r v e the anonymity of the schools i n any 
p u b l i s h e d m a t e r i a l s may have r e l i e v e d the problem somewhat. N e v e r t h e l e s s , we 
l e a r n e d from these events that i t i s h i g h l y u n r e a l i s t i c to expect openness and 
t r u s t i n an o u t s i d e r e s e a r c h o r g a n i z a t i o n under the .conditions that o r i g i n a l l y , 
had been s e t up f o r the feedback conferences. 

Involvement of I n s t i t u t i o n a l R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s i n Planning the Conferences 

Once a l l e i g h t s c h o o l s had agreed to go ahead w i t h the conferences, we 
began working on t r y i n g to achieve as f u l l i n s t i t u t i o n a l involvement as p o s s i b l e 
i n p l a n n i n g the conferences. T h i s was important f o r two reasons: (1) The work 
of Mann and a s s o c i a t e s has shown that.subsequent involvement or o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
members i n the a c t u a l feedback meetings i s g r e a t e r when someone from the o r g a n i ­
z a t i o n has a hand i n the planning p r o c e s s , (2) s e l e c t i n g m a t e r i a l that.would be 
p e r s o n a l l y r e l e v a n t to p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the. conferences would be d i f f i c u l t to do 
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without the help of people who knew the i n s t i t u t i o n s much b e t t e r than the o u t s i d e 
r e s e a r c h s t a f f ; 

By the.time we began planning the conferences we had a l r e a d y had some 
ex p e r i e n c e which h i g h l i g h t e d the importance of working c l o s e l y w i t h r e p r e s e n t a ­
t i v e s from each s c h o o l . As mentioned e a r l i e r , we had t r i e d to o b t a i n a d v i c e from 
the i n s t i t u t i o n s regarding the type of r e s u l t s they would l i k e to look at by 
a t t a c h i n g to the i n i t i a l l e t t e r to each p r e s i d e n t a s e t of t o p i c s that might be 
r e l e v a n t f o r the conferences. S i n c e the l i s t was much too long f o r a l l t o p i c s 
to be covered i n the course of a s i n g l e conference, we had s p e c i f i c a l l y asked f o r 
p r i o r i t i e s among the t o p i c s . T h i s technique had not been v e r y h e l p f u l . The 
standard response, c o n s i s t e n t w i t h the g e n e r a l c a u t i o n we have al r e a d y d i s c u s s e d , 
was t h a t a l l the t o p i c s looked a p p r o p r i a t e . Therefore, we f e l t we were not, 
l i k e l y to do an adequate job i n e i t h e r s e l e c t i n g m a t e r i a l s or i n a s s u r i n g that 
the conferences would be conducted i n a manner that would reduce s e n t i v i t i e s 
and t h r e a t s without the f u l l c o l l a b o r a t i o n of someone from each i n s t i t u t i o n . 

I n phone c o n v e r s a t i o n s w i t h e i t h e r . t h e p r e s i d e n t or the person delegated by 
him to handle the conference arrangements, we r a i s e d the . p o s s i b i l i t y of conducting 
a.planning meeting to be held e i t h e r a t the p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n or with 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l members v i s i t i n g the U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan. S i n c e t h i s had not 
been planned i n the o r i g i n a l proposal to the .Office of -Education, these planning 
meetings promised a f i n a n c i a l problem f o r us. S t i l l , as the project-proceeded, 
they seemed so d e s i r a b l e that we went ahead. As i t turned out, these planning 
s e s s i o n s took p l a c e at only four of the eight- i n s t i t u t i o n s . At the remaining 
f o u r , the person delegated to handle the conferences ( a t t h r e e schools the Dean 
of Academic A f f a i r s and. at one the Dean of Students) merely t a l k e d w i t h us by 
phone i n the course of preparing f o r the meetings. 

Why the s c h o o l s ; v a r i e d i n responding to the Idea of planning meetings i s not 
v e r y c l e a r . On the f a c e of i t , i t was simply f e l t at four s c h o o l s that-such 
meetings were not n e c e s s a r y , t h a t the arrangements could be handled adequately 
by phone or l e t t e r . When we examine something about the . i n s t i t u t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r ­
i s t i c s of the four s c h o o l s making a p o s i t i v e response and the four where the 
p l a n n i n g meetings did not occur, we l e a r n v e r y l i t t l e that would e x p l a i n t h i s 
d i f f e r e n c e . L e t us look f i r s t at the four where planning meetings were conducted. 
Two a r e p r i v a t e and two a r e p u b l i c ; two a r e considered a c a d e m i c a l l y among the 
h i g h e s t r a t e d s c h o o l s w h i l e the other two a r e r a t e d somewhat lower; on the b a s i s 
of t h e student study data, two of the s c h o o l s have u n u s u a l l y high a s p i r a n t 
s t u d e n t bodies w h i l e the other two a r e s c h o o l s where the students have somewhat 
l o w e r . a s p i r a t i o n s and, i n the .past, have e n r o l l e d i n graduate schools i n fewer 
numbers. F i n a l l y , although i t i s t r u e t h a t t h r e e of these s c h o o l s were considered 
r a t h e r "low c o n s t r a i n t " schools on.the b a s i s . o f a d m i n i s t r a t i v e handling of c i v i l , 
r i g h t s demonstrations, t h i s was e q u a l l y t r u e of the schools w i t h l e s s e n t h u s i a s ­
t i c response to c o l l a b o r a t i v e p l a n n i n g . Thus, t h e r e i s s u f f i c i e n t v a r i a t i o n 
w i t h i n t h i s group of s c h o o l s t h a t i t i s hard to draw a d i s t i n c t i v e p i c t u r e of 
r e s p o n s i v e n e s s . Moreover, the four l e s s r e s p o n s i v e schools a r e v e r y s i m i l a r on 
a l l t h ese dimensions. 

Although these i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the i n s t i t u t i o n s seem to have 
l i t t l e to do w i t h t h e i r r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to c o l l a b o r a t i v e p l a n n i n g , the i s s u e of 
command over e x t e r n a l r e s o u r c e s does seem to be important. The schools w i t h the 
l a r g e s t government and foundation grants tend a l s o to be those where a c t i v e 
c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning the conferences occurred most r e a d i l y . How have we 
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measured t h i s e x t e r n a l input f a c t o r ? I t i s a gross measure that i n v o l v e s two 
major sources of f i n a n c i a l support: (1) grants and c o n t r a c t s • f r o m the f e d e r a l 
government, and (2) grants from two foundations which, during the y e a r s of 1964-67, 
had made the l a r g e s t c o n t r i b u t i o n s to predominantly Negro c o l l e g e s . T h i s does not 
mean that these were the only sources of support a c t u a l l y a v a i l a b l e and u t i l i z e d 
by t h e schools p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n the r e s e a r c h p r o j e c t . Butj apart from s t a t e 
a p p r o p r i a t i o n s to the p u b l i c l y - s u p p o r t e d i n s t i t u t i o n s , the f e d e r a l government and 
t h e s e foundations were the major r e s o u r c e s t h a t were a v a i l a b l e for s i z a b l e grants.. 
Thus, the q u e s t i o n of how these s c h o o l s d i f f e r I n t h e i r command of r e s o u r c e s from 
t h e s e sources t e l l s us something about t h e i r involvement w i t h very important 
e x t e r n a l a g e n c i e s . Of course, any time we use t h e i r d i f f e r e n c e s w i t h r e s p e c t to 
t h e s e e x t e r n a l inputs as a . p o s s i b l e e x p l a n a t i o n f o r t h e i r d i f f e r e n c e s I n respond­
ing to the feedback conferences or i n u t i l i z i n g the r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s a f t e r the 
c o n f e r e n c e s , we must be c a r e f u l to examine whether the explanation f i t s a f t e r 
c o n t r o l l i n g f o r type of .sponsorship of the I n s t i t u t i o n . P u b l i c s c h o o l s might be 
expected to command fewer of .these other e x t e r n a l r e s o u r c e s because of t h e i r 
dependence on s t a t e funds. For i n s t a n c e , what i s the s i t u a t i o n w i t h r e s p e c t to 
the p o s s i b l e impact e x t e r n a l r e s o u r c e s may have I n e x p l a i n i n g how r e s p o n s i v e the 
i n s t i t u t i o n s were to the notion of c o l l a b o r a t i n g i n . p l a n n i n g the feedback con­
f e r e n c e s ? The four schools where c o l l a b o r a t i v e planning d i d take p l a c e . d i d have 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y g r e a t e r f i n a n c i a l support from these two types.of sources; f u r t h e r ­
more, t h i s i s not e x p l a i n a b l e by type of sponsorship s i n c e two of these four are. 
p u b l i c schools and two are p r i v a t e s c h o o l s . Moreover, the four schools where 
t h e r e was no preconference c o l l a b o r a t i o n and which together had l e s s f i n a n c i a l 
support from these o u t s i d e s o u r c e s a l s o i n v o l v e both p u b l i c l y and p r i v a t e l y 
supported i n s t i t u t i o n s . Thus, t h e r e seems to be an a s s o c i a t i o n between s i z e of 
e x t e r n a l inputs and r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to the conferences, an a s s o c i a t i o n t h a t may 
come from the experience of s c h o o l s w i t h the l a r g e r o u t s i d e grants i n d e a l i n g with 
o u t s i d e a g e n c i e s . T h e i r . e x p e r i e n c e w i t h these funding agencies may encourage 
c o o p e r a t i v e and c o l l a b o r a t i v e arrangements even w i t h agencies that a r e not involved 
i n f i n a n c i a l a s s i s t a n c e . I t i s a l s o p o s s i b l e t h a t the .existence of g r e a t e r f i n a n ­
c i a l support from r e c e n t grants enhances the d e s i r a b i l i t y of the r e s e a r c h input. 
D i s c u s s i n g the i m p l i c a t i o n s of r e s e a r c h would seem to be a more•desirable under­
t a k i n g e i t h e r when money i s c u r r e n t l y a v a i l a b l e or when there i s a b e l i e f that 
o u t s i d e funds a r e o b t a i n a b l e to do something about the .ideas generated by such . 
discussions,, The schools which a l r e a d y had more s u c c e s s f u l l y tapped e x t e r n a l 
r e s o u r c e s might w e l l be expected to. respond m o r e . e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y to.the feedback 
co n f e r e n c e s . 

S t i l l another important; and in.our eyes c r i t i c a l , f a c t o r accounting for 
which schools c o l l a b o r a t e d i n p l a n n i n g the conferences seems -to l i e i n the 
p r e v i o u s r e l a t i o n s h i p that our s t a f f had had w i t h the person w i t h i n the i n s t i t u ­
t i o n who. had.acted as our l i a i s o n throughout the course .of the study. I t was-
t h i s l i a i s o n person who had been given the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for the conferences at 
the four s c h o o l s where th e r e was a p o s i t i v e response to working c l o s e l y w i t h us 
d u r i n g the p l a n n i n g p r o c e s s . Furthermore* our r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h these four, 
people during the previous year had gone beyond handling the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e d e t a i l 
n e c e s s i t a t e d by the r e s e a r c h p r o j e c t . I n a l l four c a s e s * there.had been long 
d i s c u s s i o n s about the goals a n d • o b j e c t l v e s of the i n s t i t u t i o n s , a d m i n i s t r a t i v e , 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s on the campus, the .nature of student needs, the l i a i s o n person's 
own goals i n working at the c o l l e g e . Although r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h the l i a i s o n 
people a t the other four i n s t i t u t i o n s had been f r i e n d l y , and c e r t a i n l y . a s -
e f f i c i e n t and e f f e c t i v e simply w i t h r e s p e c t to c a r r y i n g out the study, they had 
not involved t h e s e more expansive d i s c u s s i o n s . Another s t r i k i n g d i f f e r e n c e i s 
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the e x t e n t to which the l i a i s o n p e r s o n s ' a t the two groups of schools had involved 
us w i t h other f a c u l t y and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e people on the campus; The more,expansive 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s at the one group of schoo l s had a l s o i n v o l v e d meeting more people, 
both i n o f f i c i a l and s o c i a l s e t t i n g s . I n c o n t r a s t , a t the other.schools we had 
met v e r y few people beyond;those who, because of t h e i r o f f i c i a l p o s i t i o n s on the 
campuses., had to be in v o l v e d i n the study. 

Of course, t h i s a n a l y s i s does not e x p l a i n the reasons why.the r e l a t i o n s h i p s , 
throughout the study had been so d i f f e r e n t i n the two groups of sc h o o l s . One 
f a c t i s c l e a r . I t does not have to do.with the p a r t i c u l a r p o s i t i o n s of the 
v a r i o u s • l i a i s o n persons on the campuses. At both groups of schoo l s , two of the 
l i a i s o n people were academic deans, one a dean of s t u d e n t s ; and-one a f a c u l t y 
member. I f we were to s p e c u l a t e about•the r e a s o n s , the more important f a c t o r s 
seem to l i e i n the l i a i s o n person's a r e a of academic s p e c i a l i z a t i o n and his. per^-
c e p t i o n of the study as an opportunity to advance some of h i s own o b j e c t i v e s f o r 
the i n s t i t u t i o n . I n what ways do these f a c t o r s seem to h a v e . a f f e c t e d the r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p s ? I n the f i r s t p l a c e , a l l four of the people w i t h whom the more expan-r 
s i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p s developed were e i t h e r s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s or t r a i n e d i n s o c i a l 
r e s e a r c h methods i n a d d i t i o n to t h e i r c u r r e n t e x p e r i e n c e s . i n d i f f e r e n t i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l p o s i t i o n s . S t i l l more s i g n i f i c a n t , perhaps, i s the f a c t t h a t none of them-
were i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the two p r o f e s s i o n a l d i s c i p l i n e s represented by the r e s e a r c h 
s t a f f , s o c i o l o g y and s o c i a l psychology. I n s t e a d , they came out of a l l i e d s o c i a l -
s c i e n c e f i e l d s or e d u c a t i o n a l . r e s e a r c h . I n c o n t r a s t , one of the four l i a i s o n 
people w i t h whom we had much more formal . r e l a t i o n s h i p s was-trained as a s o c i o l o ­
g i s t and three as p h y s i c a l s c i e n t i s t s . As a group they were either, l e s s f a m i l i a r 
w i t h s o c i a l s c i e n c e r e s e a r c h or, i n the case of .the s o c i o l o g i s t , so v e r s e d i n the 
content and methods t h a t the ou t s i d e r e s e a r c h o r g a n i z a t i o n may have been resented 
f o r i n t r u s i o n i n h i s own-area of e x p e r t i s e . • Of .course* we should be caut i o u s 
about g e n e r a l i z i n g from t h i s one cas e , a person whose own r e s e a r c h had been in -
the a r e a of m o b i l i t y and a s p i r a t i o n , and the other f o u r . s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s whose 
d i s c i p l i n e s and r e s e a r c h were somewhat more removed.- S t i l l , t here may be something 
to t h e i s s u e of what a r e a s of e x p e r t i s e a r e r e p r e s e n t e d i n . t h e i n t e r a c t i o n s of 
o u t s i d e r s and members of the o r g a n i z a t i o n being s t u d i e d , p a r t i c u l a r l y when t h a t 
o r g a n i z a t i o n i s s m a l l e r , l e s s a f f l u e n t , or i n some other way a more "developing" 
i n s t i t u t i o n . I t may be much e a s i e r to respond w i t h minimal s e n s i t i v i t y and-threat 
to a n o u t s i d e r e s e a r c h o r g a n i z a t i o n when one i s c l o s e but not too .close, s h a r i n g 
the g e n e r a l r e s e a r c h p e r s p e c t i v e but not having an i d e n t i c a l p r o f e s s i o n a l i d e n t i t y . 
I n s u c h a s i t u a t i o n , the second f a c t o r which we t h i n k may have operated i s per­
haps more l i k e l y to occur. I t may be e a s i e r to see the study as an opportunity 
to • advance one's own o b j e c t i v e s f o r the i n s t i t u t i o n . A l l four-of the people w i t h 
whom the .more open.and extended r e l a t i o n s h i p s .developed have subsequently used, 
the r e s e a r c h f o r s p e c i f i c programs and r e a p p r a i s a l of i n s t i t u t i o n a l o b j e c t i v e s 
t h a t are i n l i n e w i t h t h e i r own concerns and-change o b j e c t i v e s . (We w i l l return-
to t h i s point i n d i s c u s s i n g what happened during the y e a r . f o l l o w i n g the feedback, 
c o n f e r e n c e s . ) 

The preceding a n a l y s i s of the reasons why the r e l a t i o n s h i p s had d i f f e r e d a t 
t h e s e i n s t i t u t i o n s even before the feedback p r o c e s s was undertaken may not point 
to a l l the u n d e r l y i n g f a c t o r s by any means. Even so, i t i s important to hig h ­
l i g h t how c r u c i a l such r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s may be f o r e f f e c t i v e d i s s e m i n a t i o n 
of r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s . Too o f t e n r e s e a r c h e r s , i n d i s c u s s i n g how w e l l u t i l i z e d t h e i r 
r e s e a r c h r e s u l t s a r e , look f o r c a u s a l f a c t o r s only i n the i n s t i t u t i o n under 
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i n v e s t i g a t i o n . Indeed, even the concept, " r e s p o n s i v e n e s s oji • the i n s t i t u t i o n , " 
i m p l i e s something about the i n s t i t u t i o n i t s e l f r a t h e r than something about 
broader environmental f a c t o r s or .about the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s r e l a t i o n s h i p to e x t e r n a l 
a g e n c i e s . Y e t , i t seems c l e a r to u s • t h a t i t was the r e l a t i o n s h i p to the r e s e a r c h 
s t a f f i t s e l f , t h a t was r e a l l y the c r i t i c a l f a c t o r i n accounting f o r i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
d i f f e r e n c e s w i t h r e s p e c t to a t l e a s t t h i s one measure of " r e s p o n s i v e n e s s . " 

Involvement of P a r t i c i p a n t s Across the O r g a n i z a t i o n a l H i e r a r c h y 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l change may occur i n a number of ways; I t may occur simply by 
f i a t when top decision-makers decide the changes. I t may come about by i n s t i g a t i o n 
and support of persons i n p o s i t i o n s a t lower l e v e l s of t h e h i e r a r c h y . For 
i n s t a n c e , t h e r e a r e many e v i d e n c e s ' i n r e c e n t years of changes i n higher education 
i n s t i t u t i o n s t h a t have been brought about i n response to student p r o t e s t . But 
a t l e a s t i n the consensus model of s o c i a l change, change should have the g r e a t e s t 
p o s s i b i l i t y of o c c u r r i n g when i t i s supported and l e g i t i m i z e d a t a l l l e v e l s of 
the h i e r a r c h y . Therefore, one of the.goals of the d i s s e m i n a t i o n conferences was 
to d i s c u s s r e s u l t s , w i t h both top d e c i s i o n makers and people i n p o s i t i o n s at lower, 
l e v e l s of the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l h i e r a r c h y . I t was p a r t i c u l a r l y hoped that t h i s 
l a t t e r category would i n c l u d e students as w e l l as f a c u l t y members. 

Sinc e t h i s c r o s s - h i e r a r c h i c a l p a r t i c i p a t i o n was suggested at a l l the s c h o o l s , 
the a c t u a l composition of conference p a r t i c i p a n t s i s another meaningful i n d i c a t o r 
of i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e s p o n s i v e n e s s . Three p a t t e r n s of p a r t i c i p a t i o n occurred i n 
the. e i g h t i n s t i t u t i o n s . 

One p a t t e r n r e s t r i c t e d .involvement to t o p - l e v e l a d m i n i s t r a t o r s . Three of 
the s c h o o l s responded to our suggestion by i n c l u d i n g only t o p - l e y e l a d m i n i s t r a ­
t o r s , g e n e r a l l y the h e a d s • o f ' a c a d e m i c • d i v i s i o n s , the dean or heads of student 
p e r s o n n e l s e r v i c e s , and the g e n e r a l academic dean. However, a t none of these 
t h r e e conferences d i d the p r e s i d e n t h i m s e l f - take p a r t . Thus, t h i s p a t t e r n can 
be c h a r a c t e r i z e d by the p r e s i d e n t d e l e g a t i n g r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to the academic.dean 
w h i l e a t the same time r e s t r i c t i n g the . i n c l u s i o n of p e r s o n s a t lower l e v e l s of 
the h i e r a r c h y . At none of these schools d i d any f a c u l t y members who. were not. 
a l s o s e r v i n g i n some other o f f i c i a l higher l e v e l a d m i n i s t r a t i v e c a p a c i t y , nor 
any •students attend the feedback meetings. At two of these t h r e e schools the 
meetings had been planned without any c o l l a b o r a t i o n w i t h the r e s e a r c h s t a f f . The-
o t h e r school, where we had worked c l o s e l y w i t h the l i a i s o n person, was an i n s t i ­
t u t i o n where t h i s k i n d of r e s t r i c t i o n was the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c mode of d e c i s i o n 
making and p o l i c y d i s c u s s i o n . The l i a i s o n person f e l t i t would simply.not be 
p o s s i b l e to proceed any other way, at l e a s t a t the i n i t i a l p r e s e n t a t i o n of 
r e s u l t s . At t h i s s c h o o l and one other.of the t h r e e , s e v e r a l meetings were s e t 
up over the course of .a two-day v i s i t by the r e s e a r c h s t a f f . At both•of•these 
s c h o o l s the f i r s t meeting inc l u d e d only the u s u a l a d m i n i s t r a t i v e group on.the 
campus. I t was followed by a s e r i e s o f • i n d i v i d u a l meetings w i t h persons i n t h i s 
group according to t h e i r p a r t i c u l a r f u n c t i o n s i n the i n s t i t u t i o n . At the t h i r d . 

\je do not mean to imply t h a t r e s e a r c h e r s alone e r r i n t h i s d i r e c t i o n . How 
o f t e n do t h e r a p i s t s i n t r y i n g to. account f o r the outcomes of therapy t a l k about 
the t h e r a p i s t - p a t i e n t i n t e r a c t i o n as w e l l as c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the p a t i e n t ? 
How o f t e n do t e a c h e r s i n accounting for.achievement of t h e i r students talk-about 
teachers-student i n t e r a c t i o n as w e l l as p u p i l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ? 
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s c h o o l the meeting could h a r d l y be c a l l e d a conference. S i n c e t h i s was a school 
where we had had minimal c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning the conference, .we a r r i v e d 
v e r y u n c e r t a i n about what was to happen,, What did happen.was a meeting, appar­
e n t l y c a l l e d only a s h o r t time before o u r . a r r i v a l , which was attended by only 
f o u r people. They were a l l t o p - l e v e l a d m i n i s t r a t o r s . - two deans, head of .student 
p e r s o n n e l and head of the b u s i n e s s o f f i c e of the c o l l e g e . T h i s school was our . 
c l e a r e s t f a i l u r e . 

The other two p a t t e r n s a r e q u i t e s i m i l a r , both i n v o l v i n g a wide cros s - r s e c t i o n 
of i n s t i t u t i o n a l members but d i f f e r i n g i n whether the p r e s i d e n t attended. At 
t h r e e of the f i v e s c h o o l s the p r e s i d e n t d i d take p a r t , a t the other two he did 
n o t i By and l a r g e t h i s p a t t e r n i s a p o s i t i v e response to a l l our suggestions; 
I n a l l cases these conferences i n c l u d e d both f a c u l t y members and students; there 
was no case where a school agreed to i n c l u d e f a c u l t y members but not students. 
At a l l of these s c h o o l s there was a s e r i e s of meetings which w i l l be d e s c r i b e d -
more f u l l y when we d i s c u s s the p a r t i c i p a n t s 1 e v a l u a t i o n s of the conferences. 

Two f a c t o r s stand out as being important i n accounting f o r these q u i t e d i f ­
f e r e n t p a t t e r n s of response. One has to do w i t h the na t u r e of the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
s t r u c t u r e i n the i n s t i t u t i o n ; the other has more to do w i t h the previous i n v o l v e ­
ment of the r e s e a r c h s t a f f w i t h the i n s t i t u t i o n s . The one f a c t o r which seems to 
have l i t t l e to do w i t h conference composition p a t t e r n s i s s i z e of .external 
f i n a n c i a l i nputs to the i n s t i t u t i o n s . Of the three s c h o o l s w i t h quite r e s t r i c t e d 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n , one i s an i n s t i t u t i o n w i t h v e r y s i z a b l e command of e x t e r n a l 
r e s o u r c e s , s i z a b l e enough t h a t as a group these three schools do not average l e s s 
t h a n the group of scho o l s where p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n c l u d e d a wide c r o s s - s e c t i o n of 
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members. 

Nature of the O r g a n i z a t i o n a l S t r u c t u r e ^ I t was mentioned e a r l i e r t h a t four, 
of t h e o r i g i n a l ten scho o l s were i n s t i t u t i o n s where we thought there would be 
d i f f i c u l t y i n o b t a i n i n g wide involvement i n the conferences. Two of these four, 
s c h o o l s were not s e l e c t e d f o r the conference p r o j e c t ; two othe r s were. . These 
s c h o o l s might be d e s c r i b e d as having r e l a t i v e l y " v e r t i c a l s t r u c t u r e s , " i n s t i t u ­
t i o n s i n which boundaries between h i e r a r c h i c a l l e v e l s a r e f a i r l y r i g i d . 
T y p i c a l l y , the f a c u l t i e s have l i t t l e a u t h o r i t y , l i t t l e involvement .in d e c i s i o n 
making, and l i t t l e a c c e s s to top a d m i n i s t r a t i v e decision-making bodies. Moreover, 
the students i n these schools have p r a c t i c a l l y no experience p a r t i c i p a t i n g on 
committees wi t h a d m i n i s t r a t o r s or f a c u l t y . Therefore,. I t was not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t 
two of the thr e e s c h o o l s which r e s t r i c t e d involvement i n the conference to top 
a d m i n i s t r a t o r s were these two where we had a n t i c i p a t e d d i f f i c u l t y because of t h e i r 
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e s . These two scho o l s responded to the conferences much 
as they would to any other a d m i n i s t r a t i v e p r o c e s s , r e s t r i c t i n g p a r t i c i p a t i n g to 
the u s u a l a d m i n i s t r a t i v e o f f i c e r s concerned - about the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e a f f a i r s of 
the i n s t i t u t i o n . 

These o b s e r v a t i o n s about these two scho o l s are•supported by data from the 
s t u d e n t study and from one question asked i n the Re a c t i o n Form f i l l e d out by the 

The t h i r d s c h o o l which r e s t r i c t e d p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the conference i s not 
so e a s i l y d e s c r i b a b l e i n these terms. Something e l s e , d i s c u s s e d below i n the 
s e c t i o n on the r e s e a r c h s t a f f r e l a t i o n s h i p s to the s c h o o l s , seems to have been 
o p e r a t i n g i n t h a t p a r t i c u l a r case. 
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a d m i n i s t r a t o r s a t the time of the conferences. L e t us look f i r s t a t the data 
obtained from students i n the e a r l i e r study. 

Students i n a l l i n s t i t u t i o n s were asked a s e r i e s of questions regarding who 
ought to make d e c i s i o n s about student r e g u l a t i o n s - the c o l l e g e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 
a l o n e , the students alone, or the c o l l e g e and students working together. The 
e i g h t questions i n t h i s s e r i e s covered three areas of r e g u l a t i o n s : t r a d i t i o n a l 
l o c u s p a r e n t i s r e g u l a t i o n s , r e g u l a t i o n s i n the broad a r e a of academic freedom, 
and r e g u l a t i o n s i n the s p e c i f i c domain of c i v i l r i g h t s a c t i v i t i e s . What might 
be c o n s i d e r e d t h r e e models of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e - s t u d e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p s emerged from 
the a n a l y s i s of these q u e s t i o n s . 

One model can be d e s c r i b e d as the CONSENSUAL-INTEGRATION MODELD I t r e p r e ­
s e n t s schools where a l a r g e m a j o r i t y of students f e e l t h a t these kinds of regu­
l a t i o n s should be decided by a d m i n i s t r a t o r s and students working together. The 
prototype of t h i s model i s one school where 80 percent of the students endorsed 
the idea of j o i n t d e c i s i o n making on a l l but two of the eight questions. A 
second model can be de s c r i b e d as the STUDENT POWER MODEL. I t r e p r e s e n t s the 
s i t u a t i o n where l a r g e numbers of students f e e l t h a t the students alone should 
make these kinds of d e c i s i o n s . Only one of the ten schools could be described 
as r e a l l y f i t t i n g t h i s model. I t i s a sc h o o l where a t l e a s t 60 percent, and on 
s e v e r a l of the questions 80 per c e n t , of the stud e n t s endorsed the notion that 
s t u d e n t s should decide these r e g u l a t i o n s themselves. At the time the o r i g i n a l 
d a t a were c o l l e c t e d , no other school was even c l o s e to t h i s conception of admin­
i s t r a t i v e - s t u d e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p s . The t h i r d model might be de s c r i b e d as the 
ISOLATION MODEL. I t i s c h a r a c t e r i z e d by an i n t e r e s t i n g s p l i t among the student 
body, a l a r g e proportion f e e l i n g t h a t the a d m i n i s t r a t i o n alone should make these 
d e c i s i o n s , but a l s o a l a r g e p r o p o r t i o n f e e l i n g t h a t the students alone a r e the 
a p p r o p r i a t e d e c i s i o n makers. What i s s i n g u l a r l y l a c k i n g i n the schools f i t t i n g 
t h i s model i s any widespread endorsement of the id e a that a d m i n i s t r a t o r s and 
stu d e n t s should work together. 

Two of the schools that b e s t f i t the ISOLATION MODEL of s t u d e n t - a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s a r e the same two which ar e d e s c r i b e d above as having r e l a t i v e l y 
" v e r t i c a l s t r u c t u r e s " and which r e s t r i c t e d p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the conferences to 
top a d m i n i s t r a t o r s . Thus, these data based on student perceptions support our 
view t h a t these are schoo l s where student involvement i n the conferences would 
have been q u i t e d i f f i c u l t to a c h i e v e . Student opinion regarding these matters 
i s - a l s o supported by answers the a d m i n i s t r a t o r s themselves provided i n the 
R e a c t i o n Form f i l l e d out at the co n f e r e n c e s 0 They agreed t h a t students r a r e l y , 
i f e v e r , s e r v e on p o l i c y d i s c u s s i o n committees w i t h f a c u l t y or a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . 
Thus, i t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t these two schools expressed c o n s i d e r a b l e c a u t i o n 
about i n v o l v i n g s t u d e n t s , and even f a c u l t y members, i n the conference proceedings. 
I f t h e t r a d i t i o n a l l o c u s of d e c i s i o n making i s the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e apparatus i n 
i s o l a t i o n from p a r t i c i p a t i o n of other i n s t i t u t i o n a l members, i t i s n a t u r a l that 
t h e s e schools would respond to the notion of wide involvement i n the conferences 
i n a somewhat n e g a t i v e manner. Reac t i o n to the conference seems to r e f l e c t t h e i r 
t r a d i t i o n a l modes of r e l a t i o n s h i p s a c r o s s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l s . 

P r e v i o u s R e l a t i o n s h i p Between the Research S t a f f and the P a r t i c i p a t i n g 
S c h o o l s . The nature of the r e s e a r c h s t a f f ' s r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h the t h i r d school 
which had r e s t r i c t e d p a r t i c i p a t i o n a t the feedback meeting seems to be more 
important than i t s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e i n accounting f o r i t s p a t t e r n of 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n . T h i s s c h o o l does not f i t the I s o l a t i o n Model de s c r i b e d above; as 

23 



a.matter of f a c t , both students and f a c u l t y take p a r t i n numerous p o l i c y and 
decision-making committees a t t h i s i n s t i t u t i o n . N e v e r t h e l e s s , only four top-
l e v e l a d m i n i s t r a t o r s met to d i s c u s s the study r e s u l t s . Moreover, as mentioned 
e a r l i e r , t h i s meeting had a q u a l i t y of i n d i f f e r e n c e to i t , a sense that the 
group was going through the motions merely out of p o l i t e n e s s r a t h e r than i n t e r e s t 
i n the. s c h o o l ' s r e s u l t s . On every measure of r e s p o n s i v e n e s s , t h i s school turns 
up a s the l e a s t r e s p o n s i v e . Why was.there such a f a i l u r e a t t h i s school? The 
most s t r i k i n g f a c t o r has to do w i t h the s t a f f ' s previous r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h that 
s c h o o l . I t had been a s i t u a t i o n where r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h the academic dean and 
oth e r people whom.we met i n o f f i c i a l c a p a c i t i e s were congenial and f r i e n d l y , but 
r e s t r i c t e d e x c l u s i v e l y to g e t t i n g the job done. When the r e s e a r c h s t a f f stayed, 
on. t h e campus, we were housed a t . t h e c o l l e g e inn and never i n v i t e d f o r informal 
s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h people.on the campus. The p o t e n t i a l i t y f o r such 
i n f o r m a l c o n t a c t s appeared u n l i m i t e d on that campus, i n c o n t r a s t • t o a few schools 
where our a c t i v i t i e s on the campus were c l o s e l y s u p e r v i s e d and where informal 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s were c l e a r l y r e s t r i c t e d by someone i n a u t h o r i t y . I n other words, 
the l a c k of meaningful contact on t h i s campus during the course of the study• 
seemed not to be a matter of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e c a u t i o n i n handling o u t s i d e r s ; i t 
seemed more a matter of p o l i t e i n d i f f e r e n c e t h a t may be . e x p l a i n a b l e l a r g e l y by. 
our own approaches and a c t i o n s ; Had we e s t a b l i s h e d c o n t a c t w i t h even one person 
who considered the study i n s t r u m e n t a l to h i s own goals and o b j e c t i v e s on.the 
campus, the r e l a t i o n s h i p s might have developed q u i t e d i f f e r e n t l y . S t i l l , no 
matt e r why the r e l a t i o n s h i p s had been so formal, the f a c t t h a t they had been 
makes understandable the v e r y p e r f u n c t o r y way i n which the feedback process was 
handled at t h i s s c h o o l . I t was the one sc h o o l where the p r e s i d e n t had not yet 
r e p l i e d to our i n i t i a l l e t t e r a f t e r a two-month pe r i o d ; t h e r e had been no c o l l a ­
b o r a t i v e planning i n p r e p a r a t i o n f o r the conference; the l i a i s o n person was not 
a s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t who might have been p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t e d i n the study and 
the one other person w i t h whom we worked i n an o f f i c i a l c a p a c i t y was perhaps so 
c l o s e l y t i e d to s o c i a l s c i e n c e that the study was p e r c e i v e d as a t h r e a t ; and we 
had not, at the time of the feedback p r o c e s s , developed any•other r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
on t h e campus w i t h people who might have seen the study as an opportunity to 
advance t h e i r own ideas f o r program development or i n s t i t u t i o n a l change; 

Summary of Responsiveness to the Proposal f o r Feedback Conferences 

We have looked a t thr e e i n d i c a t o r s , o f i n s t i t u t i o n a l r e sponsiveness to the 
conference p r o p o s a l : responsiveness to our I n i t i a l l e t t e r about the conferences, 
r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to i n v o l v i n g r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s i n planning the conferences, and 
r e s p o n s i v e n e s s to our suggestion a b o u t . c r o s s - h i e r a r c h i c a l composition of the 
co n f e r e n c e s . By combining these t h r e e i n d i c a t o r s , i t i s p o s s i b l e to rank order 
the i n s t i t u t i o n s i n a gen e r a l way. As can be seen below, th e r e a r e four o r d i n a l 
groups which v a r y from ve r y high to very low re s p o n s i v e n e s s . (See Table 1.) 

I n the next two s e c t i o n s , where we w i l l examine r e a c t i o n s to the conferences 
themselves and u t i l i z a t i o n of the r e s e a r c h I n the year f o l l o w i n g the conferences, 
we w i l l be i n t e r e s t e d i n degree of e f f e c t i v e n e s s w i t h s c h o o l s that a l r e a d y v a r i e d 
i n how r e s p o n s i v e they were by the time the conferences were h e l d . Did the part­
i c i p a n t s i n conferences a t the most r e s p o n s i v e s c h o o l s e v a l u a t e them much more 
p o s i t i v e l y than p a r t i c i p a n t s a t sc h o o l s which were, i n some ways, a l r e a d y l e s s 
r e s p o n s i v e ? Have the follow-up r e q u e s t s for continued r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h the 
r e s e a r c h s t a f f i n the year f o l l o w i n g the conferences been r e s t r i c t e d to the 
s c h o o l s that.were o r i g i n a l l y the most r e s p o n s i v e ? 
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TABLE 1 

Level of Responsiveness of the Eight Schools 

High Responsiveness 

High responsiveness t o i n i t i a l l e t t e r 
C o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning conferences 
Wide involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members i n conferences. 

One school 

Moderately High Responsiveness 

Moderate responsiveness t o i n i t i a l l e t t e r 
C o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning conferences 

Wide involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members i n conferences 

Moderate Responsiveness 
1. Moderate responsiveness to i n i t i a l l e t t e r 

No c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n . p l a n n i n g conferences 
Wide involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members i n conferences 

2. High responsiveness to i n i t i a l l e t t e r 
C o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning conferences 
R e s t r i c t e d involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members i n 

conferences 

Two schools 

Two schools 

One school 

Low Responsiveness 

Low responsiveness t o i n i t i a l l e t t e r < 

No c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning conferences 
R e s t r i c t e d involvement of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members in.conferences 

Two schools 

E v a l u a t i o n of the Conferences b y . P a r t i c i p a n t s 

D e s c r i p t i o n of the Conferences 

The conferences at the three schools, the three already described as 
r e s t r i c t i n g p a r t i c i p a t i o n , were q u i t e small. The one where only four people met-
to discuss r e s u l t s i s not included, i n the f o l l o w i n g e v a l u a t i o n , since i t could 
h a r d l y be c a l l e d a conference.. The conferences at the.other two schools w i t h 
r e s t r i c t e d p a r t i c i p a t i o n included approximately t h i r t y people. At-the remaining 
f i v e schools where p a r t i c i p a t i o n was much broader, the conferences were.also 
considerably l a r g e r . The size of these conferences ranged from f i f t y p a r t i c i ­
pants at the smallest t o a hundred p a r t i c i p a n t s at the l a r g e s t . 

Three d i f f e r e n t p a t t e r n s were f o l l o w e d " i n the conferences. One p a t t e r n , 
used at two schools, involved j u s t a.general session t h a t was.attended by a l l 
p a r t i c i p a n t s . At t h i s general session the research s t a f f made a formal presen­
t a t i o n of study r e s u l t s ; the formal p r e s e n t a t i o n was then followed by questions 
and discussion i n the general session i t s e l f . A second p a t t e r n , also followed 
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at two schools, began w i t h t h i s k i n d of general session but also included l a t e r 
discussions i n much smaller groups t h a t represented f u n c t i o n a l u n i t s of people 
w i t h common i n t e r e s t s . Examples of these f u n c t i o n a l u n i t s are: (1) f a c u l t y of 
the v arious academic d i v i s i o n s w i t h i n the school, (2) student groups assembled 
by class l e v e l , by dormitory residence, or by e x t r a c u r r i c u l a r a c t i v i t y groups, 
(3) s t a f f and student personnel se r v i c e s , and (4) deans 1 c o u n c i l s , e t c . This 
p a t t e r n might be c a l l e d a combination of general and f u n c t i o n a l sessions. The 
t h i r d p a t t e r n , followed at three schools, involved j u s t the small f u n c t i o n a l 
groupings without the preceding l a r g e r and more general session. 

Evaluation 

Three questions are of i n t e r e s t i n e v a l u a t i n g the conferences themselves. 
One has to do w i t h whether the seven i n s t i t u t i o n s where conferences were held 
d i f f e r , i n an o v e r a l l sense, i n the p a r t i c i p a n t s 1 reactions to the conferences. 
The second concerns whether these o v e r a l l i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s can be 
accounted f o r by l e v e l of i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness, as discussed i n the above 
s e c t i o n s . Did the p a r t i c i p a n t s i n conferences at the most responsive schools 
evaluate them much more p o s i t i v e l y than p a r t i c i p a n t s at schools which were 
alread y less responsive at the time the conferences were held? A t h i r d question 
has t o do w i t h whether these i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s can also be explained by 
the nature of the conferences themselves. Did p a r t i c i p a n t s i n conferences t h a t 
i n v o l v e d only the general session have somewhat d i f f e r e n t r e a c t i o n s from p a r t i c i ­
pants who experienced the small f u n c t i o n a l groupings t h a t were used at some of 
the schools? 

I n order to explore these l a s t two questions, i t i s important to determine 
whether responsiveness of the i n s t i t u t i o n i s r e l a t e d i n some way to the kind of 
conference t h a t was held at the i n s t i t u t i o n . As we can see i n Table 1, such a 
r e l a t i o n s h i p does e x i s t . The two schools where only the general sessions were 
h e l d are also two schools w i t h r e l a t i v e l y low responsiveness; i n c o n t r a s t , the 
t h r e e schools where j u s t the small f u n c t i o n a l groups were used had been more 
responsive a l l along. Despite t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p , there i s a way the e f f e c t s of 
the d i f f e r e n t types of conferences can be i n v e s t i g a t e d independently of.how 
responsive the i n s t i t u t i o n s had been. I t i n v o l v e d examining the rea c t i o n s of 
p a r t i c i p a n t s i n schools which had the same l e v e l of responsiveness but which 
d i f f e r e d i n the k i n d of conferences t h a t were held. I t w i l l be noted i n Table 2 
t h a t there are three such schools, the three w i t h moderate responsiveness, one 
of which had only a general session, one a general session followed by discussions 
i n s m a l l f u n c t i o n a l groups, and one j u s t the small f u n c t i o n a l groups. The e v a l ­
u a t i o n Reaction Forms were f i l l e d out by p a r t i c i p a n t s at the conclusion of the 
general session i n the f i r s t type of conference, a f t e r the f u n c t i o n a l groups had 
met i n the second, combination type, and f o l l o w i n g the small groups i n the t h i r d 
t y p e . Of course, by using only three Instead of a l l seven schools, i t i s 
p o s s i b l e we are also p i c k i n g up some i d i o s y n c r a t i c i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s t h a t 
have nothing to do w i t h the k i n d of conferences t h a t were held. S t i l l , as an 
e x p l o r a t o r y e v a l u a t i o n , i t seems wise to f o l l o w t h i s procedure so t h a t we are at 
l e a s t c l e a r t h a t d i f f e r e n c e s which are associated w i t h nature of the conferences 
are not merely r e f l e c t i n g the issue of i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness. 

Nature of the Evaluation Data. P a r t i c i p a n t s at the conferences were asked 
to f i l l out a Reaction Form ev a l u a t i n g several aspects of the conferences (see 
Appendix). These react i o n s can be c l a s s i f i e d i n t o four categories: (1) judg­
ments of the c l a r i t y w i t h which r e s u l t s were presented, (2) questions about 
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TABLE 2 

Relationship Between Responsiveness of the 
I n s t i t u t i o n s and Nature o f the Conferences 

Nature of the Conference Groups 

Level of 
I n s t i t u t i o n a l Responsiveness 

Schools With 
General 

Sessions Only 

Schools With General 
Sessions Followed by 
Discussions i n Small 

Functional Groups 

Schools With 
Small 

Functional 
Groups Only 

High Responsiveness 
Moderately High 
Moderate 
Low Responsiveness 

v a l i d i t y of the r e s u l t s , (3) judgments of the usefulness and action-relevance 
of t h e r e s u l t s , and (4) desires f o r follow-up and 'continuing discussion of the 
r e s u l t s . The s p e c i f i c statements under these f o u r categories can be seen i n 
Tables 3, 4 and 5 0 P a r t i c i p a n t s were asked t o express their.degree of agreement 
w i t h a l l the statements l i s t e d i n these t a b l e s , using a f o u r - p o i n t r a t i n g scale 
ranging from s t r o n g l y disagree t o s t r o n g l y agree. Low scores I n these tables 
i n d i c a t e strong disagreement; high scores represent agreement. 

Analysis of Reactions. Let us look f i r s t at the p a r t i c i p a n t s 1 reactions to 
c l a r i t y of the pre s e n t a t i o n of r e s u l t s 0 As a whole, the seven i n s t i t u t i o n s do 
not d i f f e r s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n how the conference p a r t i c i p a n t s reacted t o e i t h e r of 
the f o l l o w i n g statements: "The r e s u l t s were not very c l e a r l y presented," and " I 
had'some t r o u b l e understanding some of the r e s u l t s 0 . " Generally, the p a r t i c i p a n t s 
reacted p o s i t i v e l y to how c l e a r l y r e s u l t s were presented; the mean r a t i n g s at 
almost a l l the schools f a l l between 1.4 and 2.0 or between " s t r o n g l y disagree" 
to "disagree" (see Table 3 ) . I t i s also c l e a r from Table 4 th a t ordering the 
i n s t i t u t i o n s according t o t h e i r l e v e l of I n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness does^not 
r e s u l t i n d i f f e r e n c e s i n p a r t i c i p a n t s ' judgments of the way r e s u l t s were presented.-
I n c o n t r a s t , there are some d i f f e r e n c e s i n re a c t i o n s as a f u n c t i o n of the kind of 
conference t h a t was held a t • t h i s school (see Table 5 ) . Looking a t the three 
schools w i t h moderate responsiveness which v a r i e d i n the kind of conferences 
t h a t were h e l d , i t can be seen t h a t people a t t e n d i n g the conference w i t h only 
the general session expressed more d i f f i c u l t y i n understanding the study r e s u l t s 
than people who p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the conference w i t h small f u n c t i o n a l groups. 
The school w i t h the combined procedure shows mean r a t i n g s t h a t f a l l between the 
two. This r e s u l t supports what might be expected as one of the p o s i t i v e conse­
quences of discussing r e s u l t s i n small f u n c t i o n a l groupings - increased under­
standing of the r e s u l t s t h a t can come because of f u l l e r discussion and ease of 
asking questions i n a small group. 

When we t u r n t o questions about v a l i d i t y of the r e s u l t s , we f i n d t h a t the 
seven i n s t i t u t i o n s do d i f f e r s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n p a r t i c i p a n t r e a c t i o n s and t h a t 
these d i f f e r e n c e s are r e l a t e d t o both i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness and nature of 
the conferences t h a t were held . P a r t i c i p a n t s i n c e r t a i n schools were more l i k e l y 
to say, " I wonder.about the v a l i d i t y of some of the r e s u l t s " ; t h i s was p a r t i c u ­
l a r l y t r u e i n the schools w i t h the l e a s t responsiveness t o the whole idea of 
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feedback conferences, and also more c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of p a r t i c i p a n t s . a t t e n d i n g the 
conferences t h a t included a general session instead of j u s t the small discussion 
groups. Both of these r e s u l t s may r e f l e c t the importance of i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
involvement f o r c r e a t i n g t r u s t i n the study. This i s not to say.that some, 
sce p t i c i s m about the v a l i d i t y of research r e s u l t s i s unwarranted - r e s u l t s from 
t h i s study or any other. Indeed, from a l l the reactions covered i n Tables 3, 4 
and 5, we can see t h a t questioning the v a l i d i t y of r e s u l t s i s the most f r e q u e n t l y 
expressed negative f e e l i n g . S t i l l , the. f a c t t h a t t h i s questioning i s greatest 
a t . t h e school where the research s t a f f had had the l e a s t contact and where the 
p r e s i d e n t had expressed great cautiousness about holding the conferences supports 
the view t h a t i n s t i t u t i o n s may need to be f a i r l y involved l n the .research process 
i f t h e i r members are to have even a r e a l i s t i c l e v e l of t r u s t i n the r e s u l t s . 
S i m i l a r l y , the f a c t t h a t v a l i d i t y was questioned l e a s t i n the school where d i s ­
cussion of the r e s u l t s was g r e a t e s t , the school w i t h the small f u n c t i o n a l groups 
as the major.format of the conference, also speaks f o r the importance of -involve­
ment . 

A t h i r d category of r e a c t i o n s concerns the p a r t i c i p a n t s 1 judgments of how 
u s e f u l or r e l e v a n t the study r e s u l t s were. Two of the statements c l a s s i f i e d I n 
t h i s category show r a t h e r s i m i l a r r e s u l t s . " I was surprised by some of the 
r e s u l t s " and "The .comparisons of d i f f e r e n t departments w i t h i n our school.are 
more h e l p f u l than the comparisons of our school w i t h others t h a t p a r t i c i p a t e d 
i n the study." F i r s t of a l l , the seven i n s t i t u t i o n s do d i f f e r s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n 

~* how the p a r t i c i p a n t s reacted to these two statements (see Table 3 ) . Furthermore, 
even though there are s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s as a f u n c t i o n of i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
responsiveness, we can see i n Table 4 t h a t t h e r e i s not a l i n e a r r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between degree of responsiveness and degree o f agreement w i t h these statements. 
I n s t e a d , these o v e r a l l i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s may be b e t t e r explained by how 
s t r i k i n g the study r e s u l t s were i n the various .schools. I t i s .our judgment that 
the r e s u l t s f o r c e r t a i n schools were clearer and .more consistent such t h a t i t 
was p o s s i b l e to say something both unique and perhaps unexpected about t h e i r 
students and the students' rea c t i o n s to the c o l l e g e environment. At some schools 
t h i s was less t r u e . Moreover, which schools showed the.more s t r i k i n g study 
r e s u l t s was unrelated to how responsive the i n s t i t u t i o n had been. I t happened 
at one school t h a t had been r e l a t i v e l y unresponsive about the .conferences while 
i t was not t r u e of two schools t h a t were unusually responsive. I f .our judgments 
are c o r r e c t , responsiveness of the i n s t i t u t i o n should not be expected to d i f f e r ­
e n t i a t e how s u r p r i s i n g the r e s u l t s were f o r the conference p a r t i c i p a n t s . I n 
a d d i t i o n , i t i s our f e e l i n g t h a t there were c e r t a i n schools where the w i t h i n -
school departmental d i f f e r e n c e s were much more s i z a b l e and, t h e r e f o r e , more 
i n t e r e s t i n g f o r the p a r t i c i p a n t s . The data f o r some schools showed considerable 
departmental v a r i a t i o n , w h i l e f o r others showed very l i t t l e . Again, which schools 
these were had l i t t l e t o do w i t h the question of responsiveness. On the other 
hand, the type of conference t h a t was held does r e l a t e t o how the p a r t i c i p a n t s 
reacted to w i t h i n - versus between-school comparisons (see Table 5 ) . P a r t i c i p a n t s 
at t h e conferences which u t i l i z e d the small f u n c t i o n a l groups were most l i k e l y t o 
agree t h a t the w i t h i n - s c h o o l comparisons were the more important or u s e f u l . Par­
t i c i p a n t s at the school where only a general session was held tended to f e e l t h a t 
the between-school comparisons were more u s e f u l . This means t h a t the maximum 
usefulness of w i t h i n - s c h o o l data occurred i n a s i t u a t i o n where the conference 
procedures encouraged discussion of f a c t o r s w i t h i n t h i s school. A f t e r a l l , many 
of t h e small f u n c t i o n a l groups were organized according to departmental a f f i l i a ­
t i o n ; c e r t a i n l y such groups should be p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t e r e s t e d i n and f i n d 
u n usually u s e f u l the r e s u l t s which dealt w i t h departmental or d i v i s i o n a l d i f f e r ­
ences . 
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I n c o n t r a s t to what seems t o e x p l a i n these two very s p e c i f i c reactions about 
the usefulness of the data, i t i s p r i m a r i l y the responsiveness of the i n s t i t u t i o n 
t h a t d i f f e r e n t i a t e s which p a r t i c i p a n t s had a general f e e l i n g t h a t they acquired 
u s e f u l knowledge i n the feedback meetings (see Table 4 ) . I t i s p a r t i c u l a r l y i n 
the responsive i n s t i t u t i o n s t h a t the p a r t i c i p a n t s f e l t most s t r o n g l y t h a t they 
di d "see something i n the r e s u l t s t h a t would be h e l p f u l t o t h e i r own work at the 
i n s t i t u t i o n " and most r e j e c t e d the idea t h a t they " d i d not acquire any u s e f u l 
knowledge i n the meetings." The type of conferences t h a t were held seems to have 
l e s s t o do w i t h t h i s general e v a l u a t i o n of usefulness and a c t i o n relevance, 
although there i s some tendency f o r p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the f u n c t i o n a l groups to f e e l 
t h a t the r e s u l t s were more u s e f u l t o them. 

The other statements c l a s s i f i e d as having something to do w i t h judgment of 
usefulness do not show any major i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s . For instance, the 
i n s t i t u t i o n s do not d i f f e r i n how the p a r t i c i p a n t s reacted to the idea that " i t 
would be d i f f i c u l t t o apply these r e s u l t s " or to the n o t i o n t h a t they "would f i n d 
t h i s k i n d of meeting more valuable i f more st r e s s were put on the i m p l i c a t i o n s of 
the r e s u l t s . " What i s i n t e r e s t i n g i s the f a c t t h a t p a r t i c i p a n t s i n most of the 
conferences agreed t h a t there should have been more stress on a c t i o n i m p l i c a t i o n s 
i n t h e conferences. 

The l a s t category of responses has to do w i t h d e s i r e f o r follow-up and con­
t i n u i n g discussion of the r e s u l t s . A l l the schools were more p o s i t i v e than 
negative about contin u i n g the discussion of study r e s u l t s . As can be seen i n 
Table 3, the mean r a t i n g s f a l l somewhere j u s t below "agreement" up to "strong 
agreement." S t i l l , the schools do d i f f e r q u i t e a b i t i n the extent to which par­
t i c i p a n t s expressed t h i s k i n d of d e s i r e . Both l e v e l of i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsive­
ness and nature of the conferences seem to be important in. d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g which, 
i n s t i t u t i o n s were p a r t i c u l a r l y eager to continue c o n s i d e r a t i o n of the study. 
P a r t i c u l a r l y i n the most responsive schools* and p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the small 
f u n c t i o n a l groups, the p a r t i c i p a n t s expressed the strongest desire to "have more 
meetings l i k e today" and " t o explore the r e s u l t s i n more d e t a i l . " There i s one 
way, however, i n which responsiveness of the i n s t i t u t i o n but not nature of the 
conference groups d i s t i n g u i s h e s r e a c t i o n s about f o l l o w up; t h a t has to do w i t h 
the d e s i r e f o r f a c u l t y and students to discuss the study r e s u l t s together i n a 
c o n t i n u i n g manner.. P a r t i c i p a n t s i n the l e a s t responsive school were much less 
l i k e l y to say t h i s ; ,in f a c t , there i s a l i n e a r r e l a t i o n s h i p between p o s i t i v e 
r e a c t i o n s to f a c u l t y - s t u d e n t discussion and responsiveness of the i n s t i t u t i o n 
to t h e feedback process. This should not.be s u r p r i s i n g since p o s i t i v e i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l response t o the idea of i n c l u d i n g students i n the .conferences was one of 
the c r i t e r i a f o r c a l l i n g a school h i g h l y responsive. These r e s u l t s from the con­
ference Reaction Forms f u r t h e r support other .data about the i n s t i t u t i o n s ' t r a d i ­
t i o n a l modes of communication. At the two schools where .no students-were included 
i n t h e conferences (the l e a s t responsive schools), the p a r t i c i p a n t s were also 
l e a s t p o s i t i v e about the idea of discussing the r e s u l t s w i t h students at a f u t u r e 
time. 

Summary of Evaluations of the Conferences 

P a r t i c i p a n t s at the seven i n s t i t u t i o n s where conferences were held d i f f e r i n 
numerous ways i n t h e i r evaluations of the conferences. P a r t i c i p a n t s at c e r t a i n 
schools were less l i k e l y t o question the v a l i d i t y of the study r e s u l t s , f e l t t h a t 
the r e s u l t s were more u s e f u l to them i n t h e i r own work a t t h e i r I n s t i t u t i o n , and 
expressed greater d e s i r e f o r continued discussion of the r e s u l t s . 
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TABLE 3 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l Differences i n Reactions to the Conferences 

I n s t i t u t i o n s 
Reactions t o the Conferences A B C D . E F G 

N = 100 _34 _68 __30 _80 _84. 52 
C l a r i t y of Presentation 

The r e s u l t s were not very c l e a r l y presented. 1.5 1.6 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.7 
NS 

I had some t r o u b l e understanding some of the 1.9 2.0 1.4 2.2. 1.7 2.0 1.8 
results.. • NS 

Questioning of V a l i d i t y of Results 

I wonder about the v a l i d i t y of some of t h e . 2.2 3.0 2.6 3;.l 2.4 2.2 3.1 
r e s u l t s . F s i g n i f i c a n t a t .05 
Every school ( d i v i s i o n , department) i s d i f f e r - 1.8 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.2 1.9 1.7 
ent from every other one. You.can't generalize. NS 

Usefulness and A c t i o n Relevance of Results .. 

I was sur p r i s e d by some of the r e s u l t s . 3.2 1.6 3.0 3.1 2.8 1.9 2.2 
F s i g n i f i c a n t at .01 

The comparisons of d i f f e r e n t departments w i t h i n 
our school are more h e l p f u l than the compari- 2.7 2.1 2.4 1.6 3.6. 2.8 2.8 
sons of our school w i t h others t h a t p a r t i c i p a - F s i g n i f i c a n t a t .01. 
ted i n the study. 
I t was an i n t e r e s t i n g meeting but I don't 1.3 2.3 1.6 1.8 1.5 1.5 2.0 
t h i n k I acquired any u s e f u l knowledge today. F . s i g n i f i c a n t a t .05 
I t would be d i f f i c u l t to apply these r e s u l t s 1.7 2,0 1.7 1.9 1.5 1.8 2.3 
(t o do anything about the issues r a i s e d today). NS ' 
I would f i n d t h i s k i n d of meeting more valuable 3.0 2.9 2.8 2.9 2.6 2.7 3.0 
I f more str e s s were put on the i m p l i c a t i o n s o f NS 
the r e s u l t s . i 
I would not want the research team-to suggest 2.2 2.5 2.7 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.5 
what ought, t o be done about the r e s u l t s ; t h a t NS 
i s o u r , j o b . 
Do you see anything i n the r e s u l t s t h a t would 3.6 1.6 3.2 2.6 3.3 3.0 2.9 
be h e l p f u l t o you i n your work? (4 po i n t F s i g n i f i c a n t • a t .05 
scale* high scores = greater usefulness) 

Desires f o r Follow Up 

I would l i k e t o have more meetings l i k e today. 3.8 2.5 2.8 2.7 3.6 3.5 3.5 
F s i g n i f i c a n t - a t .05 

I t would be valuable f o r f a c u l t y and students 3.8 2.9 3.6 3.0 3.7 3.6 3.4 
to.discuss these r e s u l t s together. NS 
I would l i k e t o explore the r e s u l t s i n more 3.8 2.7 3.6 2.8 3.7 3.5 3.2 
d e t a i l . F s i g n i f i c a n t a t .05 
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TABLE 4 

Relationship Between P r i o r I n s t i t u t i o n a l Responsiveness 
and Reactions t o the Conferences 

Responsiveness of I n s t i t u t i o n 
P r i o r t o Conferences. 

Moderately 
High High Moderate Low 

Reactions to Conferences - ( 1 school) (2 schools) (3 schools) ( 1 school) 

C l a r i t y of Presentation 

The r e s u l t s were not very c l e a r l y 1.5- 1.5 1.6. 1.6 
presented. NS 
I had some trouble, understanding- 1.9 1.8 1.7 2.0 
some of the r e s u l t s . NS 

Questioning of V a l i d i t y of Results 

I .wonder about the v a l i d i t y of . 2.2 2.3 2.9 3.0 
someof the r e s u l t s . F s i g n i f i c a n t at .01. 
Every school ( d i v i s i o n , department) 1.8 2.0 1.9 2.1 
i s d i f f e r e n t from every other one. NS 
You can't generalize. 

Usefulness and A c t i o n Relevance o f . 
Results 

I was surprised by some of the 
r e s u l t s • 
The comparisons•of d i f f e r e n t depart­
ments w i t h i n our•school are more 
h e l p f u l than the comparisons of our 
school w i t h others t h a t p a r t i c i p a t e d 
i n the study. 
I t was an i n t e r e s t i n g meeting but 
I don't t h i n k I acquired any u s e f u l 
knowledge today. 
I t would be d i f f i c u l t t o apply 
these r e s u l t s ( t o do anything about 
the issues r a i s e d today). 
I would f i n d t h i s k i n d of meeting 
more valuable i f more st r e s s were 
put on the i m p l i c a t i o n s of the 
r e s u l t s . 
I would not want the research team 
to suggest what ought t o be done 
about the r e s u l t s ; t h a t i s our j o b . 

3.2 2.3 2.8 1.6 
F s i g n i f i c a n t at .01 

2.7 3.2 2.4 2.1 
F s i g n i f i c a n t at .05 

1.3 1.5 1.7 2.3 
F s i g n i f i c a n t at o05 

1.7 1.7 1.9 2,0 
NS 

3.0 2.7 2.9 2.9 
NS 

2.2 2.4 2.6 2.5 
NS 
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TABLE 4 (Cont) 

Responsiveness of I n s t i t u t i o n 
P r i o r t o Conferences 

High. 
Moderately 

High Moderate Low 
( 1 school) (2 schools)' (3 schools) ( 1 school) 

Do you,see anything i n t h e . 
r e s u l t s t h a t would be h e l p f u l t o 3.6 
yo u . i n your work? (4-point scale* 
h i g h scores = greater usefulness) 

Desires f o r Follow Up 

I would l i k e t o have more meet- 3.8 
ings l i k e today. 
I t would be valuable f o r f a c u l t y 3.8 
and students t o discuss these 
r e s u l t s together. 
I would l i k e t o explore,the 3.8 
r e s u l t s i n more d e t a i l . 

3.2 2.9 
F s i g n i f i c a n t at .05 

3.5 3.0 
F s i g n i f i c a n t a t .01 

3.6 3..4 
F s i g n i f i c a n t at .05 

3.6 3.3 
F s i g n i f i c a n t at .05 

1.6 

2.5 

2.9 

2.7 

TABLE 5 

Relationship Between Type of Conference Session 
and P a r t i c i p a n t Reactions t o the Conferences 

Reactions of P a r t i c i p a n t s • i n Schools 
With Moderate Responsiveness but Varying 

i n Nature of the Conferences 
Schools With General Schools With 

Schools With Sessions Followed by Small 
General Discussions i n Small Functional• 

Reactions t o the Conferences Sessions O n l y Functional Groups Groups-Only 

C l a r i t y of Presentation 

The r e s u l t s were not very 
c l e a r l y presented. 
I had some t r o u b l e understanding 
some of the r e s u l t s . 

Questioning of V a l i d i t y of Results 

I wonder about the v a l i d i t y o f : 3.1 3.1 2.6 
of t h e r e s u l t s . 
Every school ( d i v i s i o n , depart­
ment I s d i f f e r e n t from every other 
one. You.can't generalize.. 

1.4 1.7 1.5 
NS 

2.2 1.8 1.4 

2.0 2.1 
NS 

1.7 
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TABLE 5 (Cont) 

Usefulness and A c t i o n 
Relevance of Results 

Reactions of P a r t i c i p a n t s i n Schools 
With Moderate Responsiveness but Varying 

i n Nature of the Conferences 

Schools With 
General 

Sessions Only 

Schools With General 
Sessions Followed by 
Discussions in.Small 

Functional Groups 

Schools With 
Small 

Functional 
Groups Only 

I was surprised by some of the 3.1 
r e s u l t s . 
The comparisons of d i f f e r e n t 
departments w i t h i n our school' 1.6 
are more h e l p f u l than the com­
parisons of our.school w i t h 
o t h e r s t h a t p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the 
study. 
I t was an i n t e r e s t i n g meeting 1.8 
but I 'don't t h i n k I acquired 
any u s e f u l knowledge today. 
I would f i n d t h i s k i n d of meet­
in g more valuable i f more stress 2.9 
were put on the i m p l i c a t i o n s of 
the r e s u l t s . 
I would not want the research 
team t o suggest what ought t o 2.6 
be done about the r e s u l t s ; t h a t 
i s our j o b . 
Do you see anything i n the 
r e s u l t s t h a t would be h e l p f u l to 2.8 
you i n your work? (4-p o i n t 
s c a l e , high scores = greater 
usefulness) 

2.2 

2.4 

2.0 

3.0 
NS 

2.5 
NS 

2.9 

3.0 

2.8 

1.6 

2.8 

2.7 

3.2 

Desires f o r Follow Up 

I would l i k e t o have more meet- 2.7 
lng s l i k e today. 
I t would be valuable f o r f a c u l t y 3.0 
and students t o discuss these 
r e s u l t s together. 
I would l i k e t o explore the 2.8 
r e s u l t s i n more d e t a i l . 

2.8 

3.4 

3.2 

3.5 

3.6 

3.6 
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Many of these i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s are understandable i n terms of how 
responsive the i n s t i t u t i o n s had already been to the research and t o the idea o f • 
h o l d i n g these feedback conferences- I t I s p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the most responsive 
schools - those where the president had.responded at l e a s t somewhat p o s i t i v e l y 
to our i n i t i a l l e t t e r , even before the f i n a l r e p o r t of the .study was ready, where 
the conferences had been planned c o l l a b o r a t i v e l y w i t h the i n s t i t u t i o n , and where 
the . i n s t i t u t i o n had agreed t o i n v o l v e p a r t i c i p a n t s at a l l l e v e l s of the organiza­
t i o n a l h i e r a rchy t h a t the conferences were evaluated most p o s i t i v e l y . I n the 
most responsive schools the p a r t i c i p a n t s were less l i k e l y t o question the v a l i d i t y 
of t h e r e s u l t s ; they were more l i k e l y to r e p o r t seeing something i n the r e s u l t s 
t h a t , could be h e l p f u l i n t h e i r own work and t o conclude t h a t the meetings did 
produce u s e f u l knowledge; f i n a l l y , they more f r e q u e n t l y expressed a d e s i r e f o r 
f o l l o w up a f t e r the conferences, to have more meetings l i k e the conference 
sessions, to explore the r e s u l t s i n greater d e t a i l and, s p e c i f i c a l l y , t o continue 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f • t h e study r e s u l t s i n c o n j u n c t i o n w i t h students at the i n s t i t u t i o n s . 

Moreover, i t i s not only i n d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g the p a r t i c i p a n t s - r e a c t i o n s t h a t 
the issue of i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness i s seen as important. I t also a f f e c t e d 
the k i n d of.conferences t h a t were held. It-was i n the most responsive schools 
t h a t i t was possi b l e to conduct meetings i n s m a l l enough groups and composed i n 
such a way t h a t thorough discussion o f • t h e school's r e s u l t s was r e a l l y possible. 
I n t h e least.responsive schools, the feedback occurred at a s i n g l e meeting, a 
general session attended by a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s at those schools* where both the. 
s i z e and the f a c t t h a t the p a r t i c i p a n t s represented diverse i n s t i t u t i o n a l i n t e r e s t s 
minimized thoroughness and depth of discussion. . 

However, i t .is also t r u e t h a t what kind of conference was held played a p a r t * 
independently of responsivness of the i n s t i t u t i o n , . i n . d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g the reacr 
t i o n s of p a r t i c i p a n t s . This can be seen i n d i f f e r e n c e s i n the r e a c t i o n s of people 
who.attended three d i f f e r e n t • t y p e s of conferences, held at three schools which 
were equated f o r l e v e l of responsiveness. Where the conference included discussion 
i n - s m a l l , f u n c t i o n a l u n i t s , the evaluations were more p o s i t i v e i n a v a r i e t y of 
ways than they were where the conference was organized s o l e l y around a general 
session. P a r t i c i p a n t s who.experienced the smaller, f u n c t i o n a l discussion groups 
r e p o r t e d greater understanding of the study r e s u l t s ; t h e i r judgments of the 
v a l i d i t y of the r e s u l t s was enhanced; they considered w i t h i n - s c h o o l comparisons 
more valuable than data d e s c r i b i n g d i f f e r e n c e s between the p a r t i c i p a t i n g schools; 
they f e l t the r e s u l t s were somewhat more u s e f u l (although d i f f e r e n c e s i n judging 
usefulness as a f u n c t i o n of the type of conference t h a t was held are not as great 
as are the d i f f e r e n c e s associated w i t h responsiveness of the i n s t i t u t i o n ) ; f i n a l l y , 
p a r t i c i p a n t s I n the small groups expressed greater d e s i r e for.continued f o l l o w up 
and discussion of the r e s u l t s . 

U t i l i z a t i o n of the Research Results I n the Year Following the Conferences 

Meaning of U t i l i z a t i o n 

The o r i g i n a l research proposal s p e c i f i e d checking a year a f t e r the l a s t feed­
back conference was held t o see i n what ways the research r e s u l t s had b e e n . u t i l ­
i z e d i n these i n s t i t u t i o n s during t h a t year. I t w i l l be r e c a l l e d t h a t we were 
us i n g two c r i t e r i a f o r judging the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the dissemination conferences: 
(1) t h a t they would r e s u l t i n f u l l d iscussion of research r e s u l t s , and (2) that 
they would encourage some e f f e c t s i n the i n s t i t u t i o n s i n the year f o l l o w i n g the 
conferences. I n other words, we would consider the process t o have been e f f e c t i v e 
i f , i n a d d i t i o n to f u l l d iscussion of the study results., the conferences had 
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produced some k i n d of i n s t i t u t i o n a l change or promoted u t i l i z a t i o n of the research 
i n a contin u i n g way a f t e r the conferences. 

The s p e c i f i c c r i t e r i a f o r measuring e f f e c t i v e n e s s I n the u t i l i z a t i o n sense 
inc l u d e d the f o l l o w i n g : (1) request f o r f u r t h e r discussion of the study r e s u l t s , 
(2) request f o r f u r t h e r data a n a l y s i s t o f o l l o w up ideas coming out of the con­
ferences, (3) request f o r research c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n v o l v i n g c o l l e c t i o n of addi­
t i o n a l data beyond t h a t provided by the e a r l i e r study, and (4) development of 
new programs, changes i n i n s t i t u t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e , or other evidences of ac t u a l 
changes w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n . I n the sections below, we w i l l be i n t e r e s t e d i n 
a l l four of these c r i t e r i a . 

Evaluation 

Several questions are of . i n t e r e s t i n evaluat i n g how e f f e c t i v e we were i n the 
sense of seeing the research u t i l i z e d . F i r s t , there i s the question of how the 
i n s t i t u t i o n s d i f f e r w i t h respect t o what has happened i n the year f o l l o w i n g the 
conferences. What kinds of requests and follow-up a c t i v i t i e s have emerged from 
the d i f f e r e n t i n s t i t u t i o n s ? Another question, one t h a t was raised a f t e r . t h e 
r e s u l t s on i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness were presented, i s the extent t o which . 
these requests f o r f o l l o w up.and evidence of i n s t i t u t i o n a l e f f e c t r e f l e c t how 
responsive the i n s t i t u t i o n s were at the time the conferences were held. A t h i r d 
q u e s t i o n of i n t e r e s t i s what f a c t o r s , other than p r i o r i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsive­
ness , seem to be important i n accounting f o r what has happened i n the year f o l l o w ­
in g the feedback conferences. I n e x p l o r i n g the t h i r d q uestion, we w i l l be 
i n t e r e s t e d i n three possible f a c t o r s : i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the i n s t i t u ­
t i o n s themselves, inputs from outside sources t h a t might increase the resources 
of t h e i n s t i t u t i o n s , and the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the research s t a f f and the 
p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s . 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l D i fferences. The i n s t i t u t i o n s where the conferences were held 
d i f f e r considerably I n a l l four s p e c i f i c c r i t e r i a f o r measuring subsequent u t i l ­
i z a t i o n of the research r e s u l t s . 

1. Further Discussion of Study Results. L i a i s o n persons from three.of the 
i n s t i t u t i o n s reported t h a t there had been continued discussions of the study 
r e s u l t s f o l l o w i n g the feedback conferences. I n one of these i n s t i t u t i o n s a s t a f f 
seminar was organized t o study the r e p o r t i n d e t a i l . This seminar, which included 
b o t h f a c u l t y and a d m i n i s t r a t o r s , was organized a f t e r t h i s p a r t i c u l a r i n s t i t u t i o n 
had undergone r a t h e r s i z a b l e s t r u c t u r a l changes* most of which were prompted by 
student unrest and had very l i t t l e t o do w i t h the research i t s e l f . The purpose 
of t h e seminar was to use the study data as a stimulus f o r discussing new programs 
and working out new modes of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p s as t h i s i n s t i t u t i o n 
began to handle a change from i t s t r a d i t i o n a l h i e r a r c h i c a l arrangements. Since 
the seminar began meeting i n only September of 1967, i t i s not clear whether d i s ­
cussions of the study data may eventuate i n other e f f e c t s a t a l a t e r time. At 
l e a s t .the data were being used dur i n g t h i s p eriod of i n t e r n a l r e f l e c t i o n . At 
another i n s t i t u t i o n the .study was used by an i n t e r n a l e v a l u a t i o n committee, which 
had been delegated the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r conducting the a c c r e d i t a t i o n a s s o c i a t i o n 1 

r e q u i r e d s e l f - s t u d y . When t h i s committee was appointed, i t s chairman i n v i t e d a 
member of our research s t a f f t o v i s i t the campus again and discuss the study w i t h 
h i s committee. This occurred i n the sp r i n g of 1967, about s i x months a f t e r the 
o r i g i n a l . f e e d b a c k meetings. The committee continued t o use the study and, as we 
w i l l i n d i c a t e below, made requests f o r f u r t h e r data a n a l y s i s as w e l l . At the 
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t h i r d school, the requests f o r f u r t h e r discussions of the r e s u l t s came from the 
academic dean who wanted the Dean's Council t o consider the .study i n greater 
d e t a i l a f t e r t h e . o r i g i n a l conferences. Here, too, a member of the research s t a f f -
was i n v i t e d t o r e t u r n to the campus to take p a r t i n these a d d i t i o n a l meetings. 

2. Further Data Ana l y s i s . Two of these same i n s t i t u t i o n s also requested 
f u r t h e r data a n a l y s i s to f o l l o w up ideas t h a t had been suggested i n the confer­
ences. One was the school i n which the s e l f - s t u d y was being conducted; the.other 
the school where the Dean's Council had pursued the study i n greater depth. . I n 
a d d i t i o n , a t h i r d school asked f o r some s p e c i f i c analyses t h a t had not been 
included i n the e a r l i e r conferences. A l l t h r e e of these requests f o r f u r t h e r , 
analyses involved s p e c i f i c d i v i s i o n s w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n s which stood out i n 
some ways i n the data presented at the conferences. At.two of the schools the -
data - suggested some concerns about.. students majoring i n education. At both 
schools the education majors showed greater d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h t h e i r j o b choices 
were less sure t h a t they r e a l l y intended t o enter t h e i r expressed occupational 
choices, and voiced greater c r i t i c i s m s of t h e i r academic programs. When these 
data were discussed, i t was suggested t h a t these r e s u l t s might be accounted for 
p r i m a r i l y by students who had t r a n s f e r r e d i n t o education as a " l a s t r e s o r t . " Then 
f o l l o w i n g the conferences,, there was a request from both of these schools. to 
f o l l o w up t h i s suggestion by comparing the student a t t i t u d e s of-two groups of 
education majors, those who chose .education as t h e i r f i r s t major.and those who 
t r a n s f e r r e d i n t o education a f t e r having been e n r o l l e d i n a d i f f e r e n t d i v i s i o n or 
department w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n . I f .the c r i t i c i s m s came equally from the 
t r a n s f e r s and the committed majors, they would be more d i f f i c u l t t o discount or 
i g n o r e . Thus, i n both these cases, the importance of the a d d i t i o n a l analyses.lay 
i n t h e o p p o r t u n i t y t o encourage f u r t h e r departmental discussion of a possible 
problem area. The t h i r d school's request f o r f u r t h e r data analysis involved i t s 
r a t h e r s i z a b l e v o c a t i o n a l - t e c h n i c a l d i v i s i o n . The research r e s u l t s had showed 
t h a t students majoring i n t h i s d i v i s i o n were more committed to college than 
students majoring i n a number of the other d i v i s i o n s at the school. Their greater 
commitment was demonstrated both i n p l a c i n g g r e a t e r Importance on graduating from 
c o l l e g e and expressing greater c e r t a i n t y t h a t they would f i n i s h c o l l e g e . I n 
s p e c u l a t i n g about the meaning of these r e s u l t s during .the conferences, i t was 
suggested by some of the f a c u l t y t h a t the v o c a t i o n a l - t e c h n i c a l students were more 
committed t o c o l l e g e and p a r t i c u l a r l y less l i k e l y t o drop out.of college f o r a 
good j o b because of t h e i r o p p o r t u n i t i e s to work i n on-campus jobs t h a t are 
r e l e v a n t to t h e i r majors. They have the experience of gaining work-relevant 
experiences f o r which they are monetarily rewarded w h i l e e n r o l l e d i n school much 
more f r e q u e n t l y than students majoring i n other d i v i s i o n s . Furthermore, at t h e i r 
c u r r e n t s k i l l l e v e l , the t e c h n i c a l students probably had greater j o b opportunity 
on the campus than they would have i n the broader job market. Thus, i t was argued 
t h a t these work o p p o r t u n i t i e s provide t h e . t e c h n i c a l students w i t h more incentives 
to s t a y i n college and fewer i n c e n t i v e s f o r dropping out of c o l l e g e . However, i t 
was suggested t h a t t h i s explanation would best f i t the students majoring i n 
b u i l d i n g trades since they have more of these s k i l l - r e l e v a n t j o b o p p o r t u n i t i e s on 
the campus than do the students majoring i n e l e c t r o n i c s , a r c h i t e c t u r a l design or 
v o c a t i o n a l education. Therefore* i f commitment to college i s enhanced by oppor­
t u n i t i e s for m o n e t a r i l y rewarded, s k i l l - r e l e v a n t work on the campus, a f u r t h e r 
a n a l y s i s of a l l the t e c h n i c a l students should show t h a t the b u i l d i n g trade majors 
p l a c e the greatest importance on college graduation and hold the highest expect 
t a n c i e s of being able to graduate. I n t h i s example, i n contrast to the example 
i n t h e education d i v i s i o n s where the a d d i t i o n a l data analysis might encourage 
c o n f r o n t a t i o n of a problem area, the request had the p o s s i b i l i t y of supporting 
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what looked l i k e a p o s i t i v e aspect of the e x i s t i n g program i n the t e c h n i c a l 
d i v i s i o n . I t also had broader i m p l i c a t i o n s , beyond the t e c h n i c a l - v o c a t i o n a l 
d i v i s i o n of t h a t school, and indeed beyond t h a t i n s t i t u t i o n , f o r unraveling some-
of the m o t i v a t i o n a l e f f e c t s : o f work-study programs. 

3. Research C o l l a b o r a t i o n . These same three i n s t i t u t i o n s which had requested 
f u r t h e r data a n a l y s i s also made requests f o r research . c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n the year 
f o l l o w i n g the conferences. I n a d d i t i o n , t h e r e was one other school which also 
expressed t h i s k i n d of f o l l o w - u p . i n t e r e s t . I n a l l f o u r cases the c o l l a b o r a t i o n 
I n v o l v e d c o l l e c t i n g a d d i t i o n a l " d a t a beyond what was provided by the o r i g i n a l study. 
Two of these schools wanted t o conduct - l o n g i t u d i n a l follow-ups of the students 
who had p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the e a r l i e r study, students who were o r i g i n a l l y freshmen 
and sophomores and were, by 1967-68, j u n i o r s and seniors.. I n these two i n s t i t u ­
t i o n s , i t was f e l t t h a t • t h e o p p o r t u n i t y t o use the base-line data, c o l l e c t e d i n 
the . e a r l i e r study; f o r i n v e s t i g a t i n g the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s e f f e c t on i t s students, 
should not be missed. I n one case the research s t a f f was asked to provide copies 
of t h e instruments used i n the e a r l i e r .study and t o oversee the data analysis* 
pending the p r o v i s i o n of outside research funds. I n the other case, t h e . l o n g i ­
t u d i n a l follow-up study d i d receive outside research funds and a member of our-
research s t a f f has worked c l o s e l y w i t h people on the campus i n conducting the 
study. At s t i l l a t h i r d of these schools, the person who had acted as the l i a i s o n 
to t h e e a r l i e r study requested our involvement i n conducting a study o f : t h e f a c u l t y 
and the nonacademic s t a f f a t the i n s t i t u t i o n . I n t h i s case we assisted i n con­
s t r u c t i n g the instruments t h a t were used and"in processing and analyzing the data. 
This c o l l a b o r a t i o n included one v i s i t . b y our s t a f f t o the i n s t i t u t i o n and. three-
v i s i t s by t h i s l i a i s o n person to the U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan. At the f o u r t h .school, 
the request involved e v a l u a t i o n of a s p e c i f i c program t h a t had been i n s t i t u t e d • 
f o l l o w i n g the feedback conferences, although not nece s s a r i l y because of the .con­
ference i t s e l f . I t was a s p e c i a l experimental program w i t h freshman students-
which involved smaller classes, more frequent counseling and r e s i d e n t i a l arrange­
ments such t h a t students who were studying the, program .also l i v e d c l o s e l y together. 
I n t h i s e v a l u a t i o n we also p a r t i c i p a t e d by he l p i n g w i t h instrument c o n s t r u c t i o n 
and continued the c o l l a b o r a t i o n through the .data.analysis stage. 

These three kinds of requests - f o r f u r t h e r . discussion of results., f u r t h e r 
data analysis and research c o l l a b o r a t i o n - a l l r e f l e c t some investment on the 
p a r t of the i n s t i t u t i o n . Most of the requests required some f i n a n c i a l expendi­
t u r e on the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s p a r t , e i t h e r f o r b r i n g i n g members of the research team 
back to the campus or f o r conducting a c t u a l i n s t i t u t i o n a l • r e s e a r c h . As we can. 
see i n Table 6, t h i s investment was considerably l a r g e r i n c e r t a i n i n s t i t u t i o n s 
than i n others. Two of the i n s t i t u t i o n s made requests f o r a l l three types of 
f o l l o w - u p ; one I n s t i t u t i o n requested, assistance w i t h f u r t h e r . d a t a a n a l y s i s and 
research c o l l a b o r a t i o n ; and two o t h e r . i n s t i t u t i o n s made requests f o r at l e a s t , 
one of these types of follow-up; f i n a l l y , t hree I n s t i t u t i o n s had not•requested 
any follow-up at a l l . 

4. Development of new Programs. Before moving on to f a c t o r s which may 
e x p l a i n some of the i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s , we w i l l comment b r i e f l y on some 
ot h e r events t h a t occurred I n some of these i n s t i t u t i o n s i n the .year.following 
the study. The o r i g i n a l proposal c a l l e d f o r c o n t a c t i n g the l i a i s o n people i n a l l 
t h e . i n s t i t u t i o n s t o see what kinds of programs or other i n s t i t u t i o n a l e f f e c t s may 
have occurred which they f e l t might be l i n k e d to the feedback conferences. Except 
f o r the ki n d of requests described above, i t i s very d i f f i c u l t to p i n p o i n t a r e a l 
connection between the research or the feedback conferences and subsequent 
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TABLE 6 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l Differences i n Follow-Up Requests 
During the Year Following the Conferences 

I n s t i t u t i o n s 
Requests f o r : A B C D E F G H 

F u r t h e r discussion of study r e s u l t s x x x 
F u r t h e r data a n a l y s i s t o f o l l o w up 

ideas from the conferences x x x 
Research c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n new studies x x x x 

i n s t i t u t i o n a l changes or.development. Without exception, the l i a i s o n people f e l t 
i t would be impossible t o s u b s t a n t i a t e a cause and e f f e c t r e l a t i o n s h i p . S t i l l 
s e v e r a l of them.did express a personal judgment t h a t the dissemination process 
had been a . h e l p f u l , even i f not a c r i t i c a l , f a c t o r i n the new developments or 
changes. At one school, one of the two from which a l l three types of follow-up 
requests had also come, the l i a i s o n person reported t h a t changes i n the counsel­
ing system were, i n h i s eyes, brought about a t l e a s t p a r t l y .by the study r e s u l t s . 
P r i o r to the study, occupational counseling was a v a i l a b l e to students i n a c e n t r a l , 
counseling center on the campus. During the conferences a s p e c i f i c recommenda­
t i o n was made, p r i m a r i l y by students at t h i s i n s t i t u t i o n , t o combine academic and 
occupational counseling, making i t a v a i l a b l e t o the students through t h e i r major 
departments; I t was the view of students t h a t a person who was t r a i n e d i n t h e i r , 
own area of academic s p e c i a l i z a t i o n would be most informed about educational and 
o c c u p a t i o n a l o p p o r t u n i t i e s i n t h a t area and, t h e r e f o r e , most l i k e l y t o be h e l p f u l 
to them. Although there might be some arguments against the students' p o i n t of 
view, i t w a s - f e l t by the departments and d i v i s i o n s i n t h i s i n s t i t u t i o n t h a t the 
suggestion was worth a t r i a l . A d d i t i o n a l funds were obtained f o r p r o v i d i n g 
g r e a t e r released time f o r c e r t a i n members .of "each d i v i s i o n t o carry out t h i s 
combined academic-occupational counseling on a t r i a l b asis. I n our eyes, t h i s 
p a r t i c u l a r program i s the development most c l e a r l y r e l a t e d to s p e c i f i c recommen­
d a t i o n s coming out of the conferences. Although there have been some r a t h e r 
s i z a b l e changes at c e r t a i n of the other•schools, they are not so e a s i l y t i e d t o 
the research process. For instance, one of the i n s t i t u t i o n s underwent a major 
s t r u c t u r a l change, one t h a t was p r e c i p i t a t e d by student p r o t e s t s and t h a t 
eventuated i n the r e s i g n a t i o n of the president and a major r e o r g a n i z a t i o n of. 
a u t h o r i t y r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n the i n s t i t u t i o n . I n a sense, what happened at t h i s 
school was a preview of what was to come only a year l a t e r when several i n s t i t u ­
t i o n s , at l e a s t one of which was included i n t h i s study, were to see students 
attempt c o n t r o l of the i n s t i t u t i o n , contingent to o b t a i n i n g s p e c i f i c i n s t i t u t i o n a l , 
changes they desired. The case where t h i s had already occurred by the time our 
e v a l u a t i o n was under way i s one where i t would be very d i f f i c u l t to argue t h a t 
the events had any connection to the research input.on the campus. What does 
seem much c l e a r e r i s the f a c t t h a t , f o l l o w i n g t h i s change, the study r e s u l t s were 
p i c k e d up as a resource t h a t might be u s e f u l I n handling the t r a n s i t i o n t o a new 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e s t r u c t u r e . 
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Importance of P r i o r I n s t i t u t i o n a l Responsiveness. The i n s t i t u t i o n a l d i f ­
ferences seen in.Table 6 r e f l e c t , i n l a r g e measure, how responsive the i n s t i t u ­
t i o n s had already.been a t the time the conferences were held. As can be seen i n 
Table 7, the two schools which requested a l l - three types of follow-up had been 
highly . r e s p o n s i v e a l l along. I n c o n t r a s t , the three schools which had made no 
requests and, indeed, w i t h whom.there has been no contact except the v i s i t w i t h 
the l i a i s o n person s p e c i f i e d by the conference p r o j e c t proposal, were schools w i t h 
r e l a t i v e l y low responsiveness p r i o r t o the conferences. The other schools, making 
at l e a s t some requests, f e l l somewhere i n between w i t h respect t o t h e i r . e a r l i e r 
l e v e l of responsiveness as w e l l . 

TABLE 7 

Relationship Between I n s t i t u t i o n a l Responsiveness 
to the Conference P r o j e c t and Subsequent Follow-

up Requests During the Year .Following the Conferences 

L e v e l of P r i o r 
I n s t i t u t i o n a l Responsiveness 

Extent of the Follow-Up.Requests 
Schools 

Requesting 
a l l Three 
Types of 

Follow-Up 

Schools 
Requesting 
Two Types 

of 
Follow-Up 

Schools 
Requesting 
Only One 
Type.of -

Follow-Up 

Schools 
Making 

no 
Requests 

High responsiveness 
Moderately high 
Moderate 
Low responsiveness 

Factors Which May Be.Important i n These I n s t i t u t i o n a l D i f f e r e n c e s . To point 
out - t h a t these d i f f e r e n c e s r e f l e c t i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness t o the study and 
the feedback p r o j e c t does not completely e x p l a i n why,certain schools have used 
the study more than others. Of course, i t would be expected t h a t f a c t o r s which 
seem to account f o r p r i o r responsiveness would also help account f o r what has 
happened i n the year f o l l o w i n g the conferences. To a large extent t h i s seems to 
be t r u e . At l e a s t the i n t e r n a l i n s t i t u t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c which seems most 
important i n e x p l a i n i n g amount of follow-up contact was also important i n d i f ­
f e r e n t i a t i n g which i n s t i t u t i o n s responded most p o s i t i v e l y t o suggestions f o r 
composition of the conferences. I t .has to do w i t h the nature of the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s 
o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e . I t w i l l be r e c a l l e d t h a t . t h e two schools w i t h the most 
h i e r a r c h i c a l l y s t r u c t u r e d a u t h o r i t y r e l a t i o n s h i p s had not been w i l l i n g t o include 
among the conference p a r t i c i p a n t s e i t h e r . s t u d e n t s or f a c u l t y members who were not 
a l s o serving i n some a d m i n i s t r a t i v e p o s i t i o n . One of these schools i s one where . 
t h e r e has been no follow-up since the conferences. Furthermore, although the 
ot h e r school w i t h t h i s k i n d of s t r u c t u r e i s one where there has been come d i s ­
cussion of the study since the conference, t h i s happened only a f t e r a major change 
i n i t s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e . The idea of using the. study data i n systematic 
e v a l u a t i o n at the i n s t i t u t i o n came from a group of f a c u l t y who had supported 
student demands f o r i n s t i t u t i o n a l change and, a f t e r the president resigned, had 
composed a committee t o suggest new o r g a n i z a t i o n a l approaches. This committee 
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used the research,.among other resources, to b u t t r e s s i t s e v a l u a t i o n of i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l needs but only a f t e r a breakdown i n the o l d h i e r a r c h i c a l s t r u c t u r e . Thus, 
i n the cases where the requests have been very minimal, p a r t of the explanation 
may l i e i n the nature of the i n s t i t u t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e . Moreover, where follow-up 
has been s i z a b l e , there i s the k i n d of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e t h a t e a r l i e r had 
made f u l l p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the conference p o s s i b l e and which, i n t u r n , seems to 
have encouraged i n s t i g a t i o n of follow-up from a wide spectrum of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
members .• 

However, what seems even more important than these i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
i n accounting f o r follow-up responses i s the research s t a f f T s r e l a t i o n s h i p to the 
i n s t i t u t i o n throughout the course of the study and the feedback process. Of 
course, as we pointed out e a r l i e r , i t was easier t o have informal-and expansive 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s a t schools where a u t h o r i t y r e l a t i o n s h i p s were somewhat less h i e r ­
a r c h i c a l and r i g i d l y defined. But, as we also i n d i c a t e d e a r l i e r , our r e l a t i o n ­
ships t o the .schools are not* by any means, t o t a l l y explainable by t h i s f a c t o r . 
One of the schools where our r e l a t i o n s h i p s were most l i m i t e d was not a r i g i d l y 
h i e r a r c h i c a l l y defined s t r u c t u r e . This means i t i s worth cpnsiderating separately 
the f a c t o r of i n t e r a c t i o n between the research s t a f f and persons at the i n s t i t u ­
t i o n , p a r t i c u l a r l y our r e l a t i o n s h i p s the l i a i s o n people, i n i n t e r p r e t i n g what has 
happened since the feedback conferences. 

Let us look at the two i n s t i t u t i o n s where a l l three types of requests f o r 
fo l l o w - u p have been made. Both o f these are schools where the e a r l i e r r e l a t i o n ­
ships between our s t a f f and the l i a i s o n person were unusually good and l e d to a 
l a r g e number of i n f o r m a l contacts on the campus. At.one of these schools there 
i s a l s o a broader connection w i t h the U n i v e r s i t y of Michigan which provides a 
conte x t f o r continued r e l a t i o n s h i p t o the school. I n other words* at t h i s school, 
the importance of r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s i s seen not only I n our s t a f f ' s r e l a t i o n ­
s h i p w i t h the l i a i s o n person but also i n o u r , r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h other people on 
the campus and i n the broader context of i n t e r i n s t i t u t i o n a l cooperation. At the 
o t h e r school, i t i s p a r t i c u l a r l y the r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h the l i a i s o n .person which 
has been the, c r i t i c a l f a c t o r . . I n f a c t * t h i s was the school where the president 
had i n i t i a l l y responded to our f i r s t l e t t e r by suggesting he would•let us know i f 
and when any contact w i t h the s t a f f was desired. I t i s our f e e l i n g t h a t there 
might not have been a conference nor c e r t a i n l y any follow-up a f t e r the conference 
i f i t had not been f o r the p a r t i c u l a r person who had acted as the l i a i s o n t o the 
study; He i s a s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t who.has numerous r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s on t h a t campus 
and who saw t h i s study as a.means of working toward h i s own o b j e c t i v e s f o r the 
i n s t i t u t i o n . I t was he, as chairman of the s e l f - s t u d y committee, who i n s t i g a t e d 
a t r i p by o u r , s t a f f t o meet w i t h the committee and who. l a t e r suggested the study 
of f a c u l t y and nonacademic s t a f f i n which we c o l l a b o r a t e d . This•school,is one 
where there are many e x t e r n a l inputs;, i t i s not. i n any sense a closed or i s o l a t e d 
school. Nevertheless, the question of whether any p a r t i c u l a r input w i l l be u t i l ­
ized,, given t h a t people.are very busy and the inputs so p l e n t i f u l , may w e l l depend 
almost e x c l u s i v e l y on the existence of a person who sees the study as relevant to 
h i s own o b j e c t i v e s . 

F i n a l l y , we can see the importance of r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s i n a school where 
the i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s are such t h a t we would have expected the research t o 
be u t i l i z e d but where there were no follow-up requests at a l l during the year 
f o l l o w i n g the conference. This i s a school where there had been moderate respon­
siveness t o our i n i t i a l l e t t e r , p o s i t i v e response t o i n v o l v i n g o r g a n i z a t i o n a l , 
members across the h i e r a r c h i c a l s t r u c t u r e , but no c o l l a b o r a t i o n i n planning the, 
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conferences. The lack of c o l l a b o r a t i o n a t t h a t stage and the f a c t t h a t we have 
not heard from t h i s school since the conference both seem to r e f l e c t a d e f i c i t i n 
our r e l a t i o n s h i p t o the school. This i s a l l the more s t r i k i n g because the school-
i s one where the research might have had an impact. I t I s a school where the 
pr e s i d e n t i s e x c e p t i o n a l l y e f f e c t i v e i n h i s leadership w i t h i n the school. Further­
more, he i s a person who, by both s o c i a l science t r a i n i n g and by p r i o r p r o f e s s i o n a l 
r o l e s , should have been q u i t e i n t e r e s t e d i n the research results.. Moreover, the 
study r e s u l t s of t h i s school showed.that i t had had unusually p o s i t i v e e f f e c t s 
on student m o t i v a t i o n . These r e s u l t s might w e l l have been u t i l i z e d by the 
pr e s i d e n t i n h i s f u n d - r a i s i n g and re s o u r c e - b u i l d i n g r o l e . Yet, we f a i l e d a t t h i s 
school by not f i n d i n g a way t o show t h i s very busy but p o t e n t i a l l y responsive 
p r e s i d e n t the relevance of the research f o r h i s i n s t i t u t i o n . This could have 
been done had we focused on the importance of t h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r much 
e a r l i e r i n the research process. 

Thus f a r we have seen t h a t , to some e x t e n t , the nature of the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s t r u c t u r e , and to a l a r g e r extent the .nature of our s t a f f ! s r e l a ­
t i o n s h i p s t o the schools, are associated w i t h which i n s t i t u t i o n s have u t i l i z e d 
the research since the conferences, were held. There i s also the question of how 
e x t e r n a l i n p u t s , other than the research r e s u l t s and the research s t a f f * may have 
operated i n promoting use of the research. I t i s s t r i k i n g , f o r instance, that 
both of the schools which have made a l l three types of requests rank as the top 
two schools w i t h respect t o t h e i r command over grants from the f e d e r a l government 
and the two foundations which made the l a r g e s t c o n t r i b u t i o n s t o predominantly 
Negro•colleges•during the, p e r i o d of 1964-67. Furthermore, the schools w i t h which 
t h e r e has been at l e a s t some follow-up contact f a l l i n the middle of the rank 
order of command over e x t e r n a l resources. And, two of the three schools from 
which there have been no follow-up requests f a l l a t the bottom of the rank order, 
b o t h being schools that-have received much smaller grants than the other s i x . p a r ­
t i c i p a t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s . This i s not explainable by type of sponsorship since 
one of these i s p r i v a t e , one.public. Thus, i n general, we see a .rather - impressive 
a s s o c i a t i o n between amount of e x t e r n a l i n p u t s of•a f i n a n c i a l s o r t and u t i l i z a t i o n 
of t h e research r e s u l t s i n the year f o l l o w i n g the feedback conferences. There, 
are,.however, two deviant•cases, one an i n s t i t u t i o n t h a t d i d request f u r t h e r data 
a n a l y s i s and suggested new research c o l l a b o r a t i o n since-the conference despite 
being an i n s t i t u t i o n .that has received r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e outside f i n a n c i a l a s s i s t 
tance, and one an i n s t i t u t i o n t h a t has made no requests at a l l despite having 
been the .recepient of l a r g e outside g r a n t s , indeed .the t h i r d top school i n command 
over e x t e r n a l resources. I n both cases, the more important explanatory f a c t o r 
seems t o l i e I n the .nature of our s t a f f ' s r e l a t i o n s h i p t o - t h e school. - I n .the 
former case, where the follow-up has been greater than one might expect given 
r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e e x t e r n a l input of a f i n a n c i a l s o r t , the r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h t he. 
l i a i s o n person and h i s own i n t e r e s t s i n using the. study to promote c e r t a i n 
developments at the I n s t i t u t i o n , stand out i n a p o s i t i v e way. I n the l a t t e r case, 
where follow-up has been completely l a c k i n g d e s p i t e command•over considerable 
e x t e r n a l resources and des p i t e an a u t h o r i t y s t r u c t u r e t h a t should have encouraged 
responsiveness t o the research p r o j e c t , the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the research 
s t a f f and the school stand out as the c r i t i c a l negative f a c t o r . I t i s the school 
we have described throughout t h i s r e s u l t s s e c t i o n as the most important case t o 
i l l u s t r a t e . t h e s i g n i f i c a n c e of r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s . I t i s not t h a t the i n t e r ­
a c t i o n s were h o s t i l e or l a c k i n g i n cooperativeness; they simply remained at a 
ve r y formal and uninvolved l e v e l such t h a t t h e research was completed without any 
di s c u s s i o n o c c u r r i n g t h a t could have promoted u t i l i z a t i o n . This i s the same school 
where only four people met t o discuss the study r e s u l t s , where e s s e n t i a l l y there 
was no feedback conference of any consequence. 
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IV. Discussion and I m p l i c a t i o n s 

The Issue of C r e d i b i l i t y and Trust 

Research r e s u l t s and the s t a f f of a research o r g a n i z a t i o n are, l i k e other 
o u t s i d e resources, i n p u t s which may be u t i l i z e d by an i n s t i t u t i o n f o r converting 
i t s own resources f o r a desired outcome. Whether t h i s happens, however, depends 
not only on the nature of the i n s t i t u t i o n ' s i n t e r n a l resources but also on the 
natu r e of the e x t e r n a l i n p u t i t s e l f . I n a d d i t i o n , i t depends on the i n t e r a c t i o n 
between the i n s t i t u t i o n and the agents who mediate the resources from the outside. 
I n the case of a research i n p u t , i t depends h e a v i l y on the i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h the 
research s t a f f . Whether the research s t a f f i s t r u s t e d and the research input i s 
perceived as c r e d i b l e w i l l c e r t a i n l y a f f e c t whether i t i s u t i l i z e d f o r i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l development and change. 

Even when an educational i n s t i t u t i o n i s cooperative and r e c e p t i v e t o the 
research endeavor, i t may l e g i t i m a t e l y question the purpose of the research and 
the use t h a t may be made of the research r e s u l t s . This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y t r u e when 
the research i s not an "in-house p r o j e c t , " b u t , inste a d , i s conducted by an out­
s i d e agency over which the educational i n s t i t u t i o n has no c o n t r o l apart from non-
cooperation. Since t h i s was the s i t u a t i o n i n t h i s research endeavor, the i n s t i ­
t u t i o n s involved understandably expressed some cautiousness about the feedback 
p r o j e c t u n t i l they had been given the o p p o r t u n i t y t o read the re p o r t intended f o r 
p u b l i c p r e s e n t a t i o n . A f t e r a l l , these i n s t i t u t i o n s had been open to the research, 
had made p r o v i s i o n f o r ad m i n i s t e r i n g questionnaires t o a l l t h e i r sutdents and had 
provided t e s t scores and grade records t o the outside research o r g a n i z a t i o n w i t h ­
out any guarantee of what would be done w i t h the r e s u l t s . I t i s not s u r p r i s i n g 
t h a t they might approach the discussion of r e s u l t s w i t h some questions about the 
m o t i v a t i o n s and i n t e n t of the o r g a n i z a t i o n t o which they had been so h e l p f u l . 

Furthermore, these i n s t i t u t i o n s , a l l being predominantly Negro colleges I n 
t h e Deep South, had even more reason t o wonder about the motivations of a research 
o r g a n i z a t i o n from a l a r g e and a f f l u e n t n o r t h e r n u n i v e r s i t y . For many years the 
predominantly Negro colleges had been l a r g e l y out of the mainstream of higher 
education i n the United States. With the onset of the student s i t - i n movement 
and the consequent heightening of the c i v i l r i g h t s s t r u g g l e i n the s i x t i e s , these 
i n s t i t u t i o n s had come i n t o focus i n a way they had never been f o r most Americans. 
For instance, during the course of the study our s t a f f attended a meeting of 
educators where someone happened to speak about the N a s h v i l l e , Tennessee, area i n 
terms of i t s wealth of educational o p p o r t u n i t i e s . This person noted t h a t there 
were two very f i n e i n s t i t u t i o n s w i t h i n N a s h v i l l e , V a n d e r b i l t U n i v e r s i t y and Peabody 
I n s t i t u t e , and another, the U n i v e r s i t y of the South, l y i n g j u s t outside the c i t y 
l i m i t s . These three i n s t i t u t i o n s are predominantly white. There was no mention 
by t h i s r a t h e r s t a t u s f u l educator i n the higher education scene t h a t N a s h v i l l e i s 
a l s o the home of two other i n s t i t u t i o n s , both predominantly Negro i n s t i t u t i o n s , 
F i s k U n i v e r s i t y and Tennessee A&I U n i v e r s i t y . The i n v i s i b i l i t y of the predominantly 
Negro colleges i s not simply a phenomenon of the past; even today many educators, 
l e t alone l a y people, e i t h e r do not know or f o r g e t these schools e x i s t unless the 
t o p i c of conversation s p e c i f i c a l l y centers on the predominantly Negro educational 
c i r c u i t . The reason f o r t h i s i n v i s i b i l i t y has both h i s t o r i c a l and contemporary 
determinants; the p o i n t here i s not to analyze the determinants but to understand 
how people at these p r e v i o u s l y f o r g o t t e n i n s t i t u t i o n s reacted when a v i r t u a l stream 
of o u t s i d e r s began t o h i t t h e i r campuses around 1963. I s i t any wonder t h a t 
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t h e r e were some questions about the capacity of these o u t s i d e r s , who previously 
had had l i t t l e or no contact w i t h these schools, to understand the way these 
i n s t i t u t i o n s had functioned i n the past, how they defined t h e i r present .problems, 
and how they conceive of the d i r e c t i o n s and goals t h a t predominantly Negro i n s t i ­
t u t i o n s might have at t h i s j u n c t u r e of h i s t o r y . Of course, i t can be argued t h a t 
o u t s i d e r s can lend o b j e c t i v i t y t o a s i t u a t i o n by v i r t u e of not sharing an i n s t i ­
t u t i o n ' s past or present and by (not being deeply i d e n t i f i e d w i t h i t s f u t u r e . 
Moreover, i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t an o u t s i d e r can broaden the perspective of an 
i n s t i t u t i o n - b y seeing i t s problems and i t s c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s as instances of a 
broader class of i n s t i t u t i o n s « With a broader perspective, the s t r u c t u r e and 
f u n c t i o n i n g of these i n s t i t u t i o n s may appear q u i t e s i m i l a r t o other i n s t i t u t i o n s 
which are small or have the same type of sponsorship or which have r e l a t i v e l y 
l i m i t e d f i n a n c i a l resources. S t i l l , by having so l i t t l e sense of the h i s t o r i c a l 
context i n which these i n s t i t u t i o n s developed and by having so l i t t l e experience 
w i t h t h e i r contemporary s t r u g g l e , an o u t s i d e r can lack the d e t a i l e d knowledge t h a t 
produces i n s i g h t f u l n e s s and c r e d i b i l i t y as a researcher. When the outsider, i s 
also from a more a f f l u e n t or prominent i n s t i t u t i o n , there i s added to these other 
d i f f i c u l t i e s another p o t e n t i a l l i m i t a t i o n i n developing c r e d i b i l i t y and t r u s t . 

For the outside o r g a n i z a t i o n simply to recognize these d i f f i c u l t i e s i s not 
enough. I t i s f a r too easy t o t r a n s l a t e awareness of p o t e n t i a l d i f f i c u l t i e s i n t o 
expecting i n s t i t u t i o n a l "defensiveness and s e n s i t i v i t y " which the outside organ­
i z a t i o n must be prepared t o manage w i t h deftness. Such an o r i e n t a t i o n puts the 
burden of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r these r e l a t i o n s h i p problems on the i n s t i t u t i o n s 
themselves; i t makes f e e l i n g s of cautiousness and suspicion sound u n j u s t i f i e d . 
I n s t e a d , our experience i s t h a t d i f f i c u l t i e s i n e s t a b l i s h i n g t r u s t stem from 
i n t e r a c t i o n a l problems t h a t cannot be located s o l e l y w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n nor 
s o l e l y w i t h i n the outside o r g a n i z a t i o n . Furthermore, i t h i g h l i g h t s t h a t much of 
the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y does f a l l on the outside agency, c e r t a i n l y much more • than i s 
i m p l i e d when one t a l k s about handling "defensiveness and s e n s i t i v i t y " i n others. 
For example, the way i n which we i n i t i a t e d the idea of conducting feedback con­
ferences, asking f o r i n s t i t u t i o n a l cooperation before the f i n a l r e p o r t of the 
study had been published, was presumptious; Moreover, there i s no reason to con­
clude t h a t i t i s the s e n s i t i v i t y of.these i n s t i t u t i o n s t h a t made such a strate g y 
unwise. Should any research group expect such a . l e v e l of cooperation and t r u s t 
when the. r e l a t i o n s h i p i s such t h a t the other p a r t y .has l i t t l e or no c o n t r o l .over 
the research product? Willingness on the p a r t of outside agencies to s c r u t i n i z e 
t h e i r own actions and p a r t i c u l a r l y the importance of i n t e r a c t i v e f a c t o r s instead 
of depending on explanations of I n s t i t u t i o n a l defensiveness i s mandatory i f t h e i r 
c o n t r i b u t i o n s , p a r t i c u l a r l y those which do not include f i n a n c i a l assistance, are 
l i k e l y t o be u t i l i z e d . 

Importance of I n t e r a c t i o n a l Factors 

Thus f a r we have t a l k e d at a general l e v e l about the Importance of t r u s t f o r 
the u t i l i z a t i o n of research r e s u l t s . I n a d d i t i o n , there are at l e a s t three 
s p e c i f i e d ways i n which I n t e r a c t i o n a l f a c t o r s a f f e c t e d the feedback process. F i r s t , 
t h e . r e l a t i o n s h i p s between our s t a f f and people i n the cooperating i n s t i t u t i o n s 
were c r i t i c a l i n accounting f o r which i n s t i t u t i o n s responded p o s i t i v e l y to the 
proposal f o r c o l l a b o r a t i v e planning f o r the feedback conferences. The f o u r i n s t i ­
t u t i o n s where c o l l a b o r a t i v e planning occurred where those where the more i n f o r m a l , 
expansive r e l a t i o n s h i p s had developed; the f o u r where i t d i d not occur were those 
where our i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h the o f f i c i a l l i a i s o n person had been much more formal, 
p r i m a r i l y l i m i t e d t o contacts necessitated by administering the research. I t was 
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a l s o on these l a t t e r four campuses t h a t our r e l a t i o n s h i p s were more l i k e l y to 
in c l u d e only those persons who had some o f f i c i a l connection t o the study. Secondly, 
these kinds of r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s were also important i n expl a i n i n g how p a r t i c i ­
p a t i o n i n the conference was handled at the one school where i t s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
s t r u c t u r e was not the major determinant of conference composition. I t w i l l be 
r e c a l l e d t h a t there was one i n s t i t u t i o n where only f o u r a d m i n i s t r a t o r s met to 
discuss the study. This l i m i t e d p a r t i c i p a t i o n was not explainable, as the more 
r e s t r i c t e d p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n two other schools was, by an a u t h o r i t y s t r u c t u r e i n 
which the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e s t y l e was to exclude persons at lower l e v e l s of the 
hi e r a r c h y i n the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e process. Indeed, t h i s school was one w i t h a ra t h e r 
open s t r u c t u r e , where students as w e l l as f a c u l t y had a voice i n a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 
committees. The f a i l u r e seems to.be explained, i n s t e a d , by lack of I n t e r e s t i n 
the study which, . i n .turn, r e f l e c t s the q u i t e l i m i t e d r e l a t i o n s h i p s t h a t were 
developed at t h i s school. F i n a l l y , i n t e r a c t i o n a l f a c t o r s were c r i t i c a l i n exp l a i n ­
i n g which schools have made use of the research r e s u l t s since the feedback con­
ferences. I t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t the school I n which the r e l a t i o n s h i p s had 
been so l i m i t e d t h a t we e s s e n t i a l l y f a i l e d I n the conference i t s e l f also d i d not 
make use of the research i n the f o l l o w i n g year. Furthermore, there i s yet another 
i n s t i t u t i o n t h a t even b e t t e r i l l u s t r a t e s the importance of r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s 
i n accounting f o r eventual follow-up and u t i l i z a t i o n . I t i s a school where the 
i n t e r n a l s t r u c t u r e i s such t h a t one might have p r e d i c t e d t h a t the study and d i s ­
semination process would have an impact. I t i s also a.school where the study 
r e s u l t s showed q u i t e a p o s i t i v e i n s t i t u t i o n a l e f f e c t on i t s students- motivations. 
They were r e s u l t s t h a t might w e l l have been picked up, at l e a s t by persons con­
cerned w i t h fund r a i s i n g and resource development. Yet, even t h i s d i d not happen. 
There have been no requests f o r follow-up.nor any evidence t h a t t h i s school has 
used the r e s u l t s i n any way since the feedback conference. We f e e l t h i s i s best 
explained by our f a i l u r e to develop a r e l a t i o n s h i p i n which the study's relevance 
to -the school might have been discussed w i t h the very e f f e c t i v e p resident of t h i s 
i n s t i t u t i o n . At t h i s p a r t i c u l a r school the president i s a key f i g u r e whose 
involvement i n the study's r e s u l t s might w e l l have made a d i f f e r e n c e between a 
u s e f u l or i r r e l e v a n t outside input to the campus. 

I f these r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s are so c r i t i c a l , they p o i n t to c e r t a i n i m p l i ­
c a t i o n s f o r s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s who are concerned about u t i l i z a t i o n -of research. 
F i r s t of a l l , the importance of r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h the cooperating i n s t i t u t i o n 
must be s a l i e n t t o the research o r g a n i z a t i o n throughout the course-of the research, 
n o t simply at the p o i n t of discussing r e s u l t s of the study; Secondly, concern 
w i t h i n t e r a c t i o n must include issues beyond whether the i n s t i t u t i o n .is cooperating 
w i t h research requests. I n a la r g e f i e l d study such as t h i s one, i t i s easy i n . 
th e e a r l y stages of the process to be preoccupied simply w i t h whether.and how w e l l 
t h e c o l l e c t i o n of data i s proceeding. Yet, the r e s u l t s of our experience show 
t h a t data c o l l e c t i o n may go very smoothly w i t h o u t r e l a t i o n s h i p s developing that 
w i l l f a c i l i t a t e u t i l i z a t i o n of the data at a l a t e r time. With s u f f i c i e n t l y greater 
concern a l l along about other goals i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h the l i a i s o n people, 
we might w e l l have been more successful i n the dissemination process on the several 
campuses where these r e l a t i o n s h i p f a c t o r s seem to have been important lacks. Of 
course, researchers are not always s k i l l e d or even i n t e r e s t e d i n these i n t e r ­
a c t i o n a l f a c t o r s apart from the s t r i c t l y i n s t r u m e n t a l sense of g e t t i n g the study 
done. And, t h i s i n t u r n , r a i s e s i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the s e l e c t i o n and t r a i n i n g of 
personnel t o c a r r y out these v a r i o u s f u n c t i o n s , w i t h t h e i r somewhat d i f f e r e n t 
r e l a t i o n s h i p demands, i f _ research u t i l i z a t i o n i s one of the agency's goals. 

Choice of the p a r t i c u l a r persons w i t h i n the cooperating i n s t i t u t i o n s w i t h 
whom these more expansive r e l a t i o n s h i p s may be developed i s also an issue. We • 
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i n d i c a t e d e a r l i e r t h a t two f a c t o r s seem to d i s t i n g u i s h the persons w i t h whom the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s seemed to be more conducive f o r subsequent research u t i l i z a t i o n . 
One i s the person's area of academic s p e c i a l i z a t i o n and the other whether the study 
was perceived by the person as an op p o r t u n i t y t o advance some of h i s own obj e c t i v e s 
f o r the i n s t i t u t i o n . Of course, t h i s l a t t e r f a c t o r may have been h i g h l y influenced 
by the i n t e r a c t i o n i t s e l f Instead of a c t i n g p r i m a r i l y as a determinant of the 
subsequent r e l a t i o n s h i p . How do we see these two f a c t o r s operating? I n the f i r s t 
place* a l l four of the people w i t h whom the more expansive r e l a t i o n s h i p s developed 
were e i t h e r s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s or t r a i n e d i n s o c i a l research methods. Of course, 
they may have held other p o s i t i o n s in•the. i n s t i t u t i o n ; i t i s j u s t t h a t t h e i r 
t r a i n i n g i n v o l v e d research methods. S t i l l more s i g n i f i c a n t perhaps i s the fa c t 
t h a t none of them were i d e n t i f i e d w i t h the two p r o f e s s i o n a l d i s c i p l i n e s repre­
sented by the research s t a f f , sociology and s o c i a l psychology. Instead, they 
came out of a l l i e d s o c i a l science f i e l d s or educational research. I n c o n t r a s t , 
t h r e e of the .four l i a i s o n people w i t h whom.we had much more formal r e l a t i o n s h i p s 
were t r a i n e d as p h y s i c a l s c i e n t i s t s and one as a s o c i o l o g i s t . As a group they 
were e i t h e r r a t h e r . u n f a m i l i a r w i t h s o c i a l science research or, i n the case of the• 
s o c i o l o g i s t , so versed I n the content and methods t h a t the outside research organ­
i z a t i o n may have been p a r t i c u l a r l y resented f o r i n t r u d i n g i n h i s area of expert i s e . 
Although we should be cautious about g e n e r a l i z i n g from these few cases, there may 
be something t o what areas of ex p e r t i s e are represented i n the i n t e r a c t i o n s of 
ou t s i d e r s and members of the cooperating . i n s t i t u t i o n s . I t may be much easier f o r 
a person t o use an outside research o r g a n i z a t i o n when h i s area of e x p e r t i s e . i s 
c l o s e but not too close, when he shares the research perspective but does not have 
the i d e n t i c a l p r o f e s s i o n a l i d e n t i t y . Secondly, a l l f o u r of the people w i t h whom 
the more expansive r e l a t i o n s h i p s developed have also subsequently used the research 
f o r s p e c i f i c programs or r e a p p r a i s a l of i n s t i t u t i o n a l o b j e c t i v e s t h a t are i n l i n e 
w i t h , t h e i r own concerns and change o b j e c t i v e s . They are people who could e a s i l y 
see the relevance of the research f o r the i n s t i t u t i o n because they were committed 
t o i n n o v a t i o n and had s p e c i f i c ideas f o r changes and developments. When research 
r e s u l t s are supportive of the d i r e c t i o n s and goals of a committed o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
member, they are a l l the more l i k e l y t o be used f o r a c t u a l change and development. 
F i n a l l y , these two f a c t o r s , academic s p e c i a l i z a t i o n and perception of the study as 
a v e h i c l e f o r promoting one's own change o b j e c t i v e s , are undoubtedly r e l a t e d . 
When the l i a i s o n person i s knowledgeable about research methods and s o c i a l science 
m a t e r i a l , he i s a l l the more l i k e l y t o see.the study as p o t e n t i a l l y relevant f o r 
programmatic development w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n . 

I f these two f a c t o r s , the l i a i s o n person's area.of academic s p e c i a l i z a t i o n 
and h i s desir e t o use the study as a support f o r h i s own ideas f o r innova t i o n , are 
as important as we t h i n k , i t h i g h l i g h t s how c r u c i a l i t I s to t a l k about openness 
of the i n s t i t u t i o n a t a very s p e c i f i c l e v e l . An i n s t i t u t i o n I s probably not 
ge n e r a l l y open or responsive t o outside i n p u t s ; r a t h e r how open i t i s may depend 
on the ki n d of i n p u t i t i s and the input's p o i n t of en t r y w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n . 
I n t h i s dissemination p r o j e c t i t may have depended g r e a t l y on the p a r t i c u l a r 
people through whom the input was introduced and mediated t o the i n s t i t u t i o n as a 
whole. These more s p e c i f i c i n d i c a t o r s of openness, whether there are "open" 
people i n key r o l e s who see the i n p u t as a spur t o In n o v a t i o n , may be much more 
h e l p f u l than some general system-wide measures of openness i f we are t o p r e d i c t 
whether or not an i n s t i t u t i o n w i l l use i t s i n t e r n a l resources along w i t h the out­
s i d e input f o r i n s t i t u t i o n a l change. This would suggest analysis t h a t i s much 
more d e t a i l e d and s p e c i f i c a l l y much more at a s u b i n s t i t u t i o n a l l e v e l than i s 
sometimes i m p l i e d by general systems approaches. 
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Importance of the Conference Discussion Groups Themselves 

Another experience t h a t bears comment has t o do w i t h s i z e and composition of 
the discussion groups at the conferences. The r e s u l t s i n d i c a t e t h a t the reactions 
of p a r t i c i p a n t s t o the conferences are a f f e c t e d very much by the nature of the 
conferences themselves. The most p o s i t i v e r e a c t i o n s , p a r t i c u l a r l y about the 
v a l i d i t y of the results., perceived usefulness of the r e s u l t s , and desires f o r 
post-conference f o l l o w - u p , were .expressed by p a r t i c i p a n t s i n conferences that 
depended on discussion i n small f u n c t i o n a l groups, groups t h a t were composed of 
people sharing a common i n t e r e s t at the school. Examples of such groups were 
f a c u l t y of various departments, s t a f f of student personnel, student groups of 
v a r i o u s types, deans* c o u n c i l s , e t c . The l e a s t p o s i t i v e reactions came from par­
t i c i p a n t s i n conferences t h a t depended s o l e l y on a l a r g e r meeting attended by 
people w i t h diverse i n t e r e s t s . Such a group presents a number of problems i n 
disseminating research r e s u l t s . F i r s t , the very f a c t t h a t the p a r t i c i p a n t s 
represent d i f f e r e n t departments or d i v i s i o n s and other groups on the campus means, 
by necessity, t h a t the m a t e r i a l presented must be q u i t e general i n nature. This 
i s a problem because the general nature of the data seems to r e s u l t i n greater 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n than i s wise i n a f i r s t p r e s e n t a t i o n . Moreover, the siz e of the 
group accentuates the problem by making i t more d i f f i c u l t to discuss what may be. 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l r e s u l t s on the campus. I n c o n t r a s t , the small f u n c t i o n a l groups 
seem to have solved many of these problems. M a t e r i a l could be much more s p e c i f i c 
i n t h a t i t focused on the common i n t e r e s t s of the groups assembled. I t was even 
p o s s i b l e to discuss tables r a t h e r . t h a n making broad g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s from the data 
which are necessitated by a speech to a l a r g e r audience. Discussing the tables, 
i n t u r n involved the p a r t i c i p a n t s ' I n i n t e r p r e t i n g the meaning of the data. Further­
more, when data were presented t h a t might be c o n t r o v e r s i a l or reacted to emotion­
a l l y , i t was p o s s i b l e i n the small groups to t a l k through the controversy without 
l o s i n g the i n t e r e s t of other people. F i n a l l y , these small f u n c t i o n a l groups 
promoted much more s p e c i f i c discussion about the i m p l i c a t i o n s of the data f o r 
programs and developments on the campus. Because the people assembled had a 
common i n t e r e s t and the data were pointed to t h a t i n t e r e s t , the action-relevance 
of - the research was much more apparent. Thus, our own observations about the 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the two d i f f e r e n t approaches to conference composition support, 
the d i f f e r e n c e s i n the p a r t i c i p a n t s 1 evaluations as given by analyzing t h e i r 
responses to the Reaction Forms f i l l e d out a t the conferences. This i s one of the 
ways i n which t h i s p r o j e c t ' s i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r f u t u r e dissemination p r o j e c t s would 
seem t o be very c l e a r . F u l l discussion of the study r e s u l t s i s much more l i k e l y 
to occur when the conference i s organized abound sm a l l , f u n c t i o n a l groups of people 
w i t h common i n t e r e s t s . 

Importance of I n t e r n a l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the I n s t i t u t i o n 

Two of the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the i n s t i t u t i o n which we thought might condi­
t i o n i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness to the feedback p r o j e c t t u r n out to be unimpor­
t a n t . There are no ways, f o r instance, i n which responsiveness seems systematic­
a l l y l i n k e d t o whether the i n s t i t u t i o n i s p u b l i c l y or p r i v a t e l y supported. 
S i m i l a r l y , there are no d i f f e r e n c e s as a f u n c t i o n of the academic s t a t u s of the 
i n s t i t u t i o n s . 

Where we do f i n d some d i f f e r e n c e s i s i n comparing responsiveness to the con­
ferences and subsequent follow-up i n schools w i t h somewhat d i f f e r e n t organiza­
t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e s . Two of the schools where conferences were held have been 
described i n t h i s r e p o r t as having r e l a t i v e l y " v e r t i c a l s t r u c t u r e s , " i n s t i t u t i o n s 
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i n which boundaries between h i e r a r c h i c a l l e v e l s are f a i r l y r i g i d . T y p i c a l l y , I n 
these schools the f a c u l t i e s h a v e - l i t t l e a u t h o r i t y , l i t t l e involvement i n d e c i s i o n 
making and l i t t l e access to top a d m i n i s t r a t i v e decision-making bodies. . Moreover, 
the students i n these schools have p r a c t i c a l l y no experience p a r t i c i p a t i n g on 
committees w i t h a d m i n i s t r a t o r s or f a c u l t y . These observations of ours about the 
schools are supported both by data from the e a r l i e r student questionnaires and 
from a question asked i n the Reaction Forms f i l l e d out by a d m i n i s t r a t o r s a t the 
time of the conferences. The student data show t h a t these schools, more than 
o t h e r s , f i t what we have c a l l e d an I s o l a t i o n Model of a d m i n i s t r a t i v e - s t u d e n t 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s . This model I s characterized by a s p l i t among the student body, a 
l a r g e p r o p o r t i o n f e e l i n g t h a t the .administration alone should decide student 
r e g u l a t i o n s but also a l a r g e p r o p o r t i o n f e e l i n g t h a t the students alone are the 
a p p r o p r i a t e d e c i s i o n makers. What i s s i n g u l a r l y l a c k i n g i n the schools f i t t i n g 
t h i s model i s any widespread endorsement of the idea t h a t - a d m i n i s t r a t o r s and 
students should work together. Student opinions regarding these matters are also 
supported by the a d m i n i s t r a t o r s who agreed, i n the Reaction Forms to the .con­
ferences, t h a t students r a r e l y , i f ever, serve on p o l i c y discussion committees 
w i t h f a c u l t y or a d m i n i s t r a t i o n . The other s i x schools where conferences were held 
have much less h i e r a r c h i c a l i z e d a u t h o r i t y structures.. Both the f a c u l t i e s and the 
students i n these other schools r e p o r t having more involvement i n p o l i c y discussion 
and d e c i s i o n making. 

As might be expected, these d i f f e r e n c e s i n o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e were 
important i n the ways i n which the i n s t i t u t i o n s responded t o the feedback p r o j e c t . 
Although the president's i n i t i a l responsiveness to our l e t t e r suggesting the con­
ferences was not conditioned by t h i s f a c t o r , t h e i r subsequent responses to the 
way p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the conference would be handled were a f f e c t e d . The two 
schools w i t h the r a t h e r v e r t i c a l a u t h o r i t y s t r u c t u r e s were not w i l l i n g t o i n v o l v e 
a wide cross-section of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members i n the conference proceedings. 
When the t r a d i t i o n a l locus of d e c i s i o n making i s the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e apparatus i n 
i s o l a t i o n from p a r t i c i p a t i o n of other i n s t i t u t i o n a l members, i t i s not - s u r p r i s i n g 
t h a t schools would also respond t o the n o t i o n of wide involvement i n the con­
ferences i n a somewhat negative manner. Reaction to the conference composition 
seems to r e f l e c t t r a d i t i o n a l modes of r e l a t i o n s h i p s across o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l s . 

The question of how p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the conference was handled, i n t u r n , had 
i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the nature of the conference groups and, t h e r e f o r e , had i m p l i c a ­
t i o n s f o r the q u a l i t y of the discussion. I t was these two schools where the 
s i n g l e session i n v o l v i n g a d m i n i s t r a t i v e people representing d i f f e r e n t i n t e r e s t s on 
campus was the mode of procedure. Yet, we have learned t h a t the conferences were 
evaluated more p o s i t i v e l y when sma l l , f u n c t i o n a l groupings composed of people w i t h 
common i n t e r e s t s were used f o r discussing the research r e s u l t s . But, i t was only 
p o s s i b l e to have these s m a l l , f u n c t i o n a l groupings where p a r t i c i p a t i o n was broad 
and very f u l l and i t was only p o s s i b l e to have the broad p a r t i c i p a t i o n at those 
i n s t i t u t i o n s where the t y p i c a l communication p a t t e r n s p r i o r t o the feedback con­
ference included f a c u l t y and students. 

This issue of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e i s also important i n accounting f o r 
f o l l o w - u p subsequent to the feedback conferences. This can be seen both from the 
f a c t t h a t we have never heard again from the two v e r t i c a l l y organized i n s t i t u t i o n s -
t h a t were not included i n the feedback conferences and from the f a c t t h a t there 
have been no follow-up requests from one of the two h i e r a r c h i c a l l y organized 
i n s t i t u t i o n s where a conference was hel d . Furthermore, although there has been 
one type of follow-up request from the one remaining i n s t i t u t i o n which f i t s t h i s 
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p a t t e r n , t h i s happened only a f t e r . t h i s i n s t i t u t i o n had undergone a major change i n 
i t s s t r u c t u r e . The request came from a group of. f a c u l t y who had supported student 
demands f o r i n s t i t u t i o n a l change and who, a f t e r the president had resigned* formed 
a committee f o r suggesting new a d m i n i s t r a t i v e arrangements. Then the research 
r e s u l t s were used, among other resources, to s t i m u l a t e and b u t t r e s s a new approach 
to o r g a n i z a t i o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 

The i m p l i c a t i o n s from these r e s u l t s are c l e a r l y t h a t c e r t a i n o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
s t r u c t u r e s l i m i t the p o t e n t i a l usefulness of research, a t l e a s t when i t i s con­
ducted by an outside agency. This does not mean t h a t attempts t o disseminate• 
r e s u l t s i n such schools should not be made; i t only h i g h l i g h t s the l i k e l i h o o d 
t h a t the e f f e c t s w i l l be much more l i m i t e d than i n . s t r u c t u r e s where broad p a r t i c i ­
p a t i o n and involvement i n the dissemination process i s pos s i b l e . 

Importance of Ex t e r n a l Resources 

I n examining the e f f e c t s of t h i s research p r o j e c t and•the feedback process, 
we should keep i n mind what ki n d of resource we were o f f e r i n g . At a time when 
f i n a n c i a l resources from government and foundations were beginning t o be d i r e c t e d 
t o a group o f . c o l l e g e s p r e v i o u s l y much excluded from many sources of funds,. we can 
h a r d l y expect an in p u t which d i d not i n v o l v e f i n a n c i a l .assistance t o have-a major 
impact. At the time of the dissemination conferences, . a t t e n t i o n t o fund r a i s i n g 
was very keen since the i n c r e a s i n g l y a v a i l a b l e funds promoted i n s t i t u t i o n a l compe­
t i t i o n f o r those funds. No c r i t i c i s m of i n s t i t u t i o n a l p r i o r i t i e s i s implied i n 
these remarks. Indeed, any other r e a c t i o n t o the loosening up of funds would have 
been q u i t e u n r e a l i s t i c since the new sources were not u n l i m i t e d and•did demand a. 
co m p e t i t i v e o r i e n t a t i o n . . Devotion of major, energies to tapping those resources, 
even i f t h a t meant somewhat less concern w i t h other types of e x t e r n a l resources, 
was necessary i f a given i n s t i t u t i o n was not to be l e f t out i n the cold. I t - i s 
j u s t t h a t we should expect t h i s need f o r economic resources and the s t i m u l a t i o n 
o f competition from i n c r e a s i n g l y a v a i l a b l e funds would together operate t o minimize 
t h e impact of other types of resources, perhaps p a r t i c u l a r l y the impact of 
research r e s u l t s . At l e a s t research r e s u l t s might have less impact i n i n s t i t u t i o n s 
where command over economic resources.was r a t h e r low; they might have t h e i r 
g r e a t e s t impact where successful competition f o r funds provided the wherewithal 
to develop new programs or where t h e i r value i n ob t a i n i n g f u r t h e r economic-, 
resources was evident. 

This i s ge n e r a l l y what we f i n d . • Responsiveness of the i n s t i t u t i o n , p a r t i c u ­
l a r l y t o c o l l a b o r a t i v e planning f o r the feedback conferences, and subsequent 
u t i l i z a t i o n of the research r e s u l t s were greater i n i n s t i t u t i o n s t h a t were also 
o b t a i n i n g the l a r g e s t amounts of f i n a n c i a l resources from two major sources of 
funds, the f e d e r a l government and two foundations which were the predominant 
supporters of Negro colleges during the years of 1963-1967. The two schools which 
have made the most requests f o r follow-up since the feedback conferences also 
rank as the top two schools w i t h respect to t h e i r command over grants from these 
two sources. Furthermore, the schools a t which there has been a t l e a s t some 
fo l l o w - u p contact f a l l i n the middle of the rank order of command over e x t e r n a l 
resources. And two of the three schools i n which there have been no follow-up 
requests f a l l at the bottom of the rank order* both being schools t h a t have 
r e c e i v e d much smaller grants than the other s i x p a r t i c i p a t i n g i n s t i t u t i o n s . 

This i s not to.say t h a t other kinds of i n p u t s , apart from research r e s u l t s 
and f i n a n c i a l assistance, are unimportant. Indeed, the schools o b t a i n i n g the 
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l a r g e s t share of economic inputs may also have been r e c i p i e n t s of many other type 
of resources as w e l l . This was a pe r i o d o f time when the a c c r e d i t i n g a s s o c i a t i o n 
was beginning i t s ten-year s e l f - s t u d y programs f o r these i n s t i t u t i o n s . I t was-
a l s o a time when i n t e r i n s t i t u t i o n a l cooperation programs began to be developed. 
I t i s a l t o g e t h e r possible t h a t c e r t a i n i n s t i t u t i o n s were able t o use the s e l f -
study experience and cooperative arrangements to f u r t h e r t h e i r c a p a b i l i t y of 
o b t a i n i n g grants. Or i t may be poss i b l e t h a t the r e c e i p t of f i n a n c i a l assistance 
may have encouraged greater u t i l i z a t i o n of these other i n p u t s . The d i r e c t i o n of 
t h e causation i s unclear. C e r t a i n l y the unique e f f e c t s of f i n a n c i a l inputs are 
unclear. What does, seem t o be c l e a r i s t h a t u t i l i z a t i o n of research r e s u l t s ,has 
the greatest l i k e l i h o o d of o c c u r r i n g i n s i t u a t i o n s where numerous inp u t s from 
e x t e r n a l sources e x i s t . 

Models of I n s t i t u t i o n a l Change 

We have seen t h a t a l l of these f a c t o r s , c e r t a i n i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .of 
the i n s t i t u t i o n , the i n t e r a c t i o n of the research s t a f f w i t h representatives of 
the i n s t i t u t i o n , the nature of the conferences themselves, and c e r t a i n e x t e r n a l 
resources made a v a i l a b l e t o the i n s t i t u t i o n , are important i n at l e a s t some ways 
i n accounting f o r responsiveness to the dissemination p r o j e c t and subsequent 
u t i l i z a t i o n of the research r e s u l t s . Furthermore, we have learned t h a t a par­
t i c u l a r f a c t o r may be important f o r one measure of responsiveness but not another 
From t h i s , i t i s poss i b l e t o conclude t h a t no one f a c t o r i s a l l - I m p o r t a n t , e i t h e r 
i n the sense of standing out among a l l the p o s s i b l e explanatory v a r i a b l e s or i n 
the sense of being important f o r every aspect of responsiveness and e f f e c t . From 
these r e s u l t s , i s i t p o s s i b l e t o suggest a model t h a t might be used to e x p l a i n 
under what co n d i t i o n s the dissemination of research r e s u l t s i s most l i k e l y to 
make an impact? 

James Coleman i n a forthcoming p u b l i c a t i o n (1968) suggests a model f o r 
ana l y z i n g s o c i a l change t h a t seems h i g h l y a p p l i c a b l e t o the experience o f t h i s 
d i s s e m i n a t i o n p r o j e c t . That model makes e x p l i c i t assumptions about i n t e r a c t i v e 
e f f e c t s of a v a r i e t y of input f a c t o r s , which i n so m e . m u l t i p l i c a t i v e fashion are 
converted i n t o a J o i n t resource t h a t promotes c e r t a i n outcomes. As an example, 
Col eman t a l k s about models f o r e x p l a i n i n g economic and•social growth of "less 
developed" c o u n t r i e s . He argues t h a t c e r t a i n models of s o c i a l change have r e l i e d 
top h e a v i l y on .the. importance of s i n g l e f a c t o r s , f o r instance, the importance of 
e x t e r n a l resources i n the form of c a p i t a l investment. And c e r t a i n models,- though 
i n c o r p o r a t i n g both e x t e r n a l resources and c e r t a i n i n t e r n a l resources of the 
developing n a t i o n , have assumed t h a t these m u l t i p l e f a c t o r s combine i n an. 
a d d i t i v e manner. Thus, a country which has very strong . i n t e r n a l resources.such . 
as strong support f o r change and i n n o v a t i o n but only very minimal investment of 
o u t s i d e c a p i t a l should show as much s o c i a l change as another country w i t h approx­
i m a t e l y equal amounts of both i n t e r n a l and e x t e r n a l resources. At l e a s t t h i s 
should be t r u e i f the sum of the two f a c t o r s i n the two/countries turns out 
approximately the same. I n co n t r a s t t o t h i s a d d i t i v e model, Coleman argues there 
may be no change a t a l l l n the f i r s t country i f e x t e r n a l resources are so small 
as t o be below a minimum necessary f o r converting the i n t e r n a l resources i n t o 
change fo r c e s . I n other words, i n t h i s i n t e r a c t i v e model the importance of 
c e r t a i n i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s depends on the existence of some l e v e l of 
e x t e r n a l resources. The c o r o l l a r y would be t h a t change i s not l i k e l y t o occur, 
no matter how much c a p i t a l investment i s made, i f the e x t e r n a l resources are 
expended i n a s i t u a t i o n where there are very few, i f any, i n t e r n a l resources t h a t 
can.be converted f o r economic and s o c i a l growth. Although we are used t o assum­
i n g t h a t a l i t t l e b i t of any d e s i r a b l e f a c t o r i s bound to help at l e a s t a l i t t l e 
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b i t , t h i s model would argue t h a t the u t i l i t y of any given f a c t o r may depend on 
what other f a c t o r s are also present. The a c t u a l resource t h a t produces change i s 
th e product of the separate i n p u t s . 

I n what way would t h i s model seem to f i t our experience? The constant 
v a r i a b l e i n a l l e i g h t schools i s the research i n p u t . I t s e f f e c t v a r i e s , however, 
as a f u n c t i o n of i t s i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h other f a c t o r s . The other f a c t o r s we have 
looked at include nature of the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e * i n t e r a c t i o n of the 
research s t a f f w i t h o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members, and magnitude of e x t e r n a l resources, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y economic resources. I t i s t r u e t h a t . c e r t a i n of the schools show a 
p a t t e r n of response t h a t could come from an a d d i t i v e model. The two schools 
where there was the greatest amount of i n s t i t u t i o n a l responsiveness and where 
a l l three types of follow-up requests have been made are both schools where a l l 
t h e f a c t o r s we have looked at e x i s t e d i n a p o s i t i v e way. They are schools w i t h 
f a i r l y open a u t h o r i t y s t r u c t u r e s i n which f a c u l t y , and students both have-at l e a s t 
some voice i n p o l i c y discussion and determination; they are both schools where 
our r e l a t i o n s h i p s on the campus were p a r t i c u l a r l y widespread beyond the o f f i c i a l . 
l i a i s o n person and were expansive and i n f o r m a l i n q u a l i t y ; the l i a i s o n person at 
each of these schools was t r a i n e d i n s o c i a l science methods, was p a r t i c u l a r l y 
i n t e r e s t e d i n and knowledgeable about the research process, and saw the study's, 
relevance f o r c e r t a i n i n n o v a t i o n goals he held f o r the i n s t i t u t i o n ; f i n a l l y , 
these two schools are at the top of a rank order of i n s t i t u t i o n s w i t h respect t o 
command over e x t e r n a l resources i n the years 1963-67. I n other .words, a l l the 
p o s i t i v e f a c t o r s operated at high l e v e l s i n these two i n s t i t u t i o n s r e l a t i v e to 
ot h e r s included i n the p r o j e c t . . Conversely, the school w i t h the lowest i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l responsiveness t o the idea of the conferences and which has made, no 
requests f o r follow-up since the conference i s also a school i n which most of 
these f a c t o r s , considered p o s i t i v e resources f o r change, were f a i r l y l a c k i n g . 
I t i s a school w i t h what we have c a l l e d a r a t h e r v e r t i c a l a u t h o r i t y s t r u c t u r e ; 
our r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h the l i a i s o n person on t h i s campus-were formal and r e s t r i c t e d 
t o the o f f i c i a l j o b of administering the research i t s e l f ; furthermore, t h i s 
l i a i s o n person was a p h y s i c a l s c i e n t i s t who was not p a r t i c u l a r l y attuned t o t h i s 
k i n d of research process; and f i n a l l y , t h i s i s the school t h a t was at the .bottom 
o f • t h e rank order of command over e x t e r n a l resources. 

Despite these cases t h a t could be explained by an a d d i t i v e model, there are 
o t h e r i n s t i t u t i o n s which very much seem to f i t the model suggested by Coleman. 
For instance, we have learned t h a t the .nature of the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e i s 
an important l i m i t e r of research e f f e c t s on the i n s t i t u t i o n . Nevertheless,, the 
existence of an open and democratic s t r u c t u r e i s n o t . s u f f i c i e n t . An i n s t i t u t i o n 
must also have some l e v e l of e x t e r n a l i n p u t s and r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h change agents 
or research s t a f f t h a t f a c i l i t a t e u t i l i z a t i o n of the inputs;. As an example, 
t h e r e i s the school where, despite an a u t h o r i t y s t r u c t u r e t h a t does include 
f a c u l t y and student p a r t i c i p a t i o n and despite s i z a b l e economic i n p u t s , i n s t i t u - . 
t i o n a l responsiveness t o the dissemination p r o j e c t was very low and subsequent 
u t i l i z a t i o n of the r e s u l t s has been nonexistent. This i s a school where the 
p r e s i d e n t responded to our i n i t i a l l e t t e r only a f t e r a two-month period and a 
fol l o w - u p phone c a l l was made; i t i s also a school where there was no co l l a b o r a ­
t i v e planning f o r the feedback conferences and the one school where i t can hardly 
be said t h a t a conference was held at a l l since only four t o p - l e v e l a d m i n i s t r a t o r s 
met to discuss the study r e s u l t s ; f i n a l l y , i t i s a school from which t h e r e have 
been no follow-up requests since t h a t r a t h e r l i m i t e d meeting. The one f a c t o r 
which seems to be missing, t h a t apparently i s necessary t o convert the other 
p o s i t i v e f a c t o r s operating i n t h i s i n s t i t u t i o n , i s a r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 
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research s t a f f and the l i a i s o n person or other o r g a n i z a t i o n a l members t h a t would 
be conducive t o u t i l i z a t i o n . Despite the apparent p o t e n t i a l i t y f o r developing 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s on t h i s campus, our r e l a t i o n s h i p s were q u i t e formal and l i m i t e d t o 
a ve r y o f f i c i a l d e f i n i t i o n of research tasks. I t i s c e r t a i n l y our greatest f a i l ­
u r e among the e i g h t schools. I t c l e a r l y shows how the existence of several 
p o s i t i v e f a c t o r s i s not enough unless p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p input f a c t o r s are 
a l s o present. 

S t i l l another example t h a t f i t s t h i s k i n d of i n t e r a c t i v e model i s a school 
where the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e includes a great deal of f a c u l t y and student 
involvement and where our r e l a t i o n s h i p s were at l e a s t moderately expansive and 
i n f o r m a l . What seems to be missing i s any s i z a b l e amount of economic inputs from 
o u t s i d e sources. There has been some follow-up from t h i s school and c e r t a i n l y 
more responsiveness to the dissemination p r o j e c t t h a t was t r u e the f i r s t example . 
gi v e n . Nevertheless, the Impact of the research i s more l i m i t e d than we might 
have expected i f the importance of the i n s t i t u t i o n a l s t r u c t u r e and r e l a t i o n s h i p 
of the research s t a f f t o the campus d i d not depend on e x t e r n a l resources as w e l l . 

With only e i g h t schools and many f a c t o r s v a r y i n g , i n a d d i t i o n t o those we 
measured and analyzed, i t would be dangerous to push too much f o r the f i t of 
t h i s i n t e r a c t i v e model to the r e s u l t s of our experience. I n our eyes, the 
importance of the model i n accounting f o r the impact of e x t e r n a l inputs i n 
"developing i n s t i t u t i o n s " does not l i e i n whether i t f i t s our data but In. t h e 
f a c t i t presents a more complicated p i c t u r e than i s o f t e n considered. With t h i s , 
k i n d of model, i t i s not possible t o e x p l a i n impact or e f f e c t as the simple 
f u n c t i o n of i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the i n s t i t u t i o n . Furthermore, t h i s i s 
n o t simply.because a s i n g l e - f a c t o r theory i s i n s u f f i c i e n t ; i t i s also because 
t h i s model h i g h l i g h t s the n o t i o n of a j o i n t resource, the components of which 
depend on each other to produce an e f f e c t . Whether t h i s model f i t s a l l cases o f 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l development and change, i t does have the e x c i t i n g value of. sharpen­
i n g the complexity of our analyses of change. 
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APPENDIX 

Conference Reaction Form 



UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN 
INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH 

ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 

The Michigan research group i s concerned about problems of communicating 

and t r a n s l a t i n g research r e s u l t s . We know very l i t t l e about how to assure 

t h a t the r e s u l t s w i l l be meaningful and h e l p f u l t o the schools t h a t have 

p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the study. One way i n which you can guide us i s to give 

your honest reactions to the meeting today. Even more important are your 

ideas about how f u t u r e meetings might be improved. 

We w i l l appreciate your answers to these questions very much. Learning 

how you evaluate what has been done to date can only help improve the 

research process and communication of research r e s u l t s i n the f u t u r e . 

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS FORM. JUST GIVE THE TITLE 
OF YOUR POSITION IN THE INSTITUTION BELOW. 

( T i t l e of P o s i t i o n : Student; Teacher - w i t h department 
and rank s p e c i f i e d ; Dean; Counseling personnel, e t c . ) 

(Name of I n s t i t u t i o n ) 

Number of years you have been at t h i s i n s t i t u t i o n ? 

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS SHOULD ONLY TAKE ABOUT FIFTEEN OR TWENTY MINUTES 

TO ANSWER. YOU CAN USE THE ATTACHED RETURN ENVELOPE TO MAIL THIS FORM 

DIRECTLY TO THE INSTITUTE FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH WHEN YOU HAVE COMPLETED IT. 

WE WILL BE VERY GRATEFUL FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. 



S p e c i f i c Reactions to the Meeting 
Below i s a series of statements about the r e s u l t s and the meeting t o r e p o r t these 
r e s u l t s . You may agree with some and strongly disagree w i t h others. Would you check 
how much you agree with each of the statements? 

Strongly Strongly 
disagree Disagree Agree agree 

The r e s u l t s were not very c l e a r l y presented* • • • • 
I had some trouble understanding some of the r e s u l t s . • • • • 
I was surprised by some of the r e s u l t s * • • • • 
Every school (division, department) i s diff e r e n t from 
every other one. You can't generalize. • • • • 
The comparisons of different departments within our 
school are more helpful than the comparisons of our 
school with the others that participated i n the study. • • • • 
The comparisons of the ten different schools that took 
part i n the study were more helpful than the compari­
sons of the departments within pur school. • • • • 
I would l i k e to have more meetings l i k e today. • • • • 
I t would be valuable for faculty and students to 
discuss these r e s u l t s together. • • • • 
I would find this kind of meeting more valuable i f more 
s t r e s s were put on the implications of the r e s u l t s . • • • ' • 
I would not want the research team to suggest what 
ought to be done about the r e s u l t s ; that i s our job. • • • • 
I t was an interesting meeting but I don't think I 
acquired any useful knowledge today. • • • • 
I.wonder about the v a l i d i t y of some of the r e s u l t s . • • • • 
I t would be d i f f i c u l t to apply these r e s u l t s (to do 
anything about the issues raised today). • • • • 
I would l i k e to explore the r e s u l t s i n more d e t a i l . • • • • 
Bringing about changes in curriculum, academic or 
other p o l i c i e s i s a very d i f f i c u l t thing to do in 
a l l I n s t i t u t i o n s . • • • • 
Change i s generally d i f f i c u l t to achieve but i t may 
be a l i t t l e more d i f f i c u l t in our school than in some 
other i n s t i t u t i o n s . • • • • 



General Comments about the Results 

1. Do you see anything i n the r e s u l t s t h a t you t h i n k would be h e l p f u l to you i n 
your teaching (or your work as an a d m i n i s t r a t o r , your work as a counselor, your 
r o l e i n student a f f a i r s , e t c . ) 

I I A great deal that would be h e l p f u l 

I I Some things t h a t would be h e l p f u l 

I I Perhaps a l i t t l e 

I I No, not r e a l l y 

2„ How could the research have been c a r r i e d out so i t would have been more us e f u l 
t o your d i v i s i o n ? (or your school?) Are there some areas you f e e l should have 
been explored but were not? 

3. Did the r e s u l t s we discussed suggest any a c t i o n i m p l i c a t i o n s to you? Did they 
I n d i c a t e any changes or new approaches t h a t might be t r i e d i n your d i v i s i o n 
( o r your school)? 

• Yes 

• No 

( I F YES) What kinds of things do you have i n mind? 

4. I s there anything f u r t h e r the research group might do t h a t would be h e l p f u l 
r e g a r d i n g your school's p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n t h i s study? 



A Few Questions about Your Role a t the School (FOR NON-STUDENTS ONLY) 

1. What i s your major f u n c t i o n here (teaching, a d m i n i s t r a t i o n , research, 
counseling, e t c . ) ? 

i 

* 2, How much time do you spend teaching 
(% of time) 

3. How much i s spent i n a d m i n i s t r a t i v e work? 
(% of time) 

4. How much i s spent i n research a c t i v i t i e s ? 
(7o of time) 

5. What other f u n c t i o n s or du t i e s are involved i n your work load? 

6. Do you have any released time f o r counseling s t u d e n t s - - e l t h e r academic counseling 
or occupational counseling? 

I I Yes ( I F YES) What p r o p o r t i o n of your time i s involved? 
Do you have t h i s f u n c t i o n on a regular basis or only during 
c e r t a i n periods such as r e g i s t r a t i o n ? (PI£ASE EXPLAIN) 

• No 

(IF NO) Have you been able to do any adv i s i n g or counseling on your 
own t ime ? 

Yes ( I F YES) How much time would you say i s 
• involved? No 

7. Do you serve as an advisor to any student organizations on the campus? 
• Yes • No 

8. To what extent and i n what ways would you say that students are involved i n 
de t e r m i n a t i o n of p o l i c i e s and r e g u l a t i o n s a t the school? To the best of your 
knowledge, do they serve on any committees w i t h f a c u l t y or adm i n i s t r a t i o n ? 

9. Have you been able t o maintain any personal contact w i t h graduates you have 
tau g h t or known as undergraduates? 

• Yes, I have contact w i t h many 
I I Yes, I have contact w i t h a few 
I I No, not r e a l l y 




